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_ORDINANCE _/JI 228/

AN ORDINANCE relating to drainage services of Seattle Public Utilities; amending Seattle
Municipal Code Section 21.33.030 to adjust drainage rates; and amending Seattle
Municipal Code Section'21.76.040 to adjust credits to low-lncome drainage customers
accordingly.

WHEREAS, the rates for drainage services were last increased on January 1, 2006, as authorized
by Ordinance 121639; and

WHEREAS, Seattle Public Utilities (“SPU”) has developed a Comprehensive Drainage Plan
(“CDP”) which recommends operating programs and capital projects to reduce flooding,
improve water quality, improve drainage along major arterials, and restore creek habitat
affected by stormwater draining through creek systems; and

WHEREAS, the cost to implement CDP-recommended programs and projects in 2007 will result .

in increased annual expenses for debt service, cash financing of capital projects and
operations; and

WHEREAS, a significant bond issuance occurred in 2006 to finance a portion of the drainage
capital improvement projects and that this issuance will further increase annual drainage
expenses for debt service beginning in 2007; and

WHEREAS, SPU has completed a rate study showing that existing rates will not provide
sufficient revenues to pay the costs of providing drainage services and pay debt service
and that rate increases therefore are requlred and

WHEREAS, credits for qualified low-income customers need to be revised to reflect an increase
in drainage rates; NOW, THEREFORE,

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF SEATTLE AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1. Subsection D of Seattle Municipal Code Section 21.33.030 is amended as

follows:

SMC 21 33.030 Drainage service charges -- Schedule -- Exemptlons
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D. The rate categories and the corresponding annual drainage service charges are as follows:

((Effeetive)) ((Bffective)) ‘ Effective Effective
((Fan5-2004)) ((Jan—1-2005)) Jan. 1, 2006 Jan. 1, 2007

Single-family ($10-36-per-parcel)) (($121-64-perparcel))  $136.10 per parcel $142.00 per parcel

residential

Open Space 130-88-per-acre 173.7 A '
+H-33-peracre - . 187.31p
© — 2%) (« ) (( )) 3.77 per acre 7.31 per acre .

All Other Properties Classification:

1. (0 -- 15%) (($194-54-per-acre)) ((W&per—aere)) $302.19 per acre §325.49 per acre .
2. (16 - 35%) ((322-60-per-acre)) ((404-02-per-acre)) 501.84 per acre 539.49 ger'acre
3. (36 -~ 65%) ((581+-47-per-acre)) ((330-89-per-acre)) 908.01 per acre 978,87 g' €r acre

4. (66 -- 85%) ((4—58795—§er—aese)) ((953-02-per-acre)) - 1,183.79 per acre  1,275.27 per acre
5. (86 - 100%) ((944—.43—pei=-aere)) ((H182-89-per-aere)) 1,468.73 per acre  1,584.92 per acre

SPU shall provide a 10% reduction in drainage rates for properties containing new or rexﬁ_odeled
commercial buildings that, after foly 27,2003, install and utilize rainwater harvesting systems
that meet the performance reguirerﬁ.ent that the systems are sized to use or inﬁitrate the amount
of rain that falls on the roofs of such buildings during a one year, ((24—59%))'2_@_9_@ storm
event. A system that involves indoor uses of rainwater must be permitted by Seattle-King |
County Department of Health ((in-erder)) to qualify for the rate reduction. A system that relies
solely on the capture and indoor u‘se of rain(zvater shall qualify for the drainage rate reduction only,
if the system is sized to meet the performance requirement stated above. Qualifying for the
drainage rate reduction does not‘relieve the property owner from the obligation to cdmply with

apblicable stormwater and drainage code requirements for the buildings and site.
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Section 2. Paragraph 2 of Subsection A of Seattle Municipal Code 21.76.040 is amended
as follows: '

21.76.040 Utility low income rate assistance.

2. Drainage. Eligible recipients residingyinside the City of Seattle shall receive the

following credits for drainage services based on dwelling type:

((Effestive)) ((Effeeﬁ%)) Effective | Effective -

((Faruary152004)) - ((WOS)) January 1, 2006 January [, 2007

Single-family ((34-60-per-meonth)) (($—5—.9J—per—men&h)) $5.67 per month $5.92 per month
Duplex ((Z30-permeonth)) ((2-54-per-nonth)) 2.84 per m(;nth 2.96 per month
Multifamily ((8:49-per-month)) ((6-54-per-month)) 0.61 per month 0.64 per month

Section 3. The provisions of this ordinance are declared to be separate and severable.
If a court of competent jurisdiction, all appeals having been exhausted or all appeal periods

having run, finds any provision of this ordinance to be invalid or unenforceable as to any person

or circumstance, then such provision or provisions shall be null and severed from the rest of this |

ordinance with respect to the particular person or circumstance. ‘The offending provision with
respect to all other persons and all other circumstances, as well as all other provisions of this

ordinance, shall remain valid and enforceable.
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Section 4. This ordinance shall take effect and be in force thirty (30) days from and
after its approval by the Mayor, but if not approved and returned by the Mayor within ten (10)
days after presentation, it shall take effect as provided by Seattle Municipal Code Section
1.04.020. | |

Passed by-the City Council the ao‘\day.of Novemev , 2006, and signed by me in open

session in authentication of its passage this 1.0‘\' day of Nawm\wr , 2006,

- ) " A
President of the City Council

(Seal)
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FISCAL NOTE FOR NON-CAPITAL PROJECTS
Department: | Contact Person/Phone: DOF Analyst/Phone:
| Seattle Public Utilities | Leanne Galati 4-0455 | John McCoy 615-0768
Legislation Title:

" AN ORDINANCE relating to drainage services of Seattle Public Utilities; amending Seattle
Municipal Code Section 21.33.030 to adjust drainage rates; and amending Seattle Municipal
Code Section 21,76.040 to adjust credits to low-income drainage customers.

o Summagx of the Legislation:

This ordinance adopts drairiage rates for commercial and residential customers in 2007. It
also adjusts the low-income assistance credits for drainage customers.

e Background: (Include brief description of the purpose and context of legislation and
include record of previous legislation and funding history, if applicable):

Drainage rates were last raised on January 1, 2006. The cost of drainage services is supported

by rates charged to drainage customers. These rates are set in accordance with financial

policies adopted by the City Council. Development of new drainage infrastructure over the

past year has increased the costs of drainage utility services. Planned infrastructure

investment and new operating programs to be implemented during the next year under the

Comprehensive Drainage Plan will further increase costs. A rate increase in 2007 is required
“to pay these additional costs.

e Please check one of the following:

This legislation does not have any financial implications. (Srop here and delete the
remainder of this document prior to saving and printing.)

X _ This legislation has financial implications. (Please complete all relevant sections
that follow.) '

Appropriations: This table should reflect appropriations that are a direct result of this '
legislation. In the event that the project/ programs associated with this ordinance hdve
appropriations that were, or will be, received because of previous or future legislation or
budget actions, please provide details in the Notes section below. -

None.
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Anticigatéd Revenue/Reimbursement: Resulting From This Legisldtion: This table should
reflect revenues/reimbursements that are a direct result of this legislation. In the event that

the issues/projects associated with this ordinance/resolution have revenues or
reimbursements that were, or will be, received because of previous or future legislation or

budget actions, please provide details in the Notes section below the table.

Fund Name and Department Revenue Source 2006 2007
Number : Revenue Revenue
Drainage and Seattle Public Drainage Rates $0 $2,123,900
Wastewater Fund | Utilities ’
44010 :

TOTAL $0 $2,123,900

Notes: Revenue in 2007 shows the difference betweén the revenue received under 2006 rates
and revenue received under the proposed rates. The detail of revenue increases by rate type
appears in the 2007 Drainage Rate Proposal.

Total Regular Positions Created Or Abrogated Through This Legislation, Including FTE
Impact: This table should only reflect the actual number of positions created by this

legislation In the event that positions have been, or will be, created as a result of previous or
Suture legislation or budget actions, please provide details in the Notes section below the
table.

None.

Spending/Cash Flow: This table should be completed only in those cases where part or all
of the funds authorized by this legislation will be spent in a different year than when they
were appropriated (e.g., as in the case of certain grants and capital projects). Details
surrounding spending that will occur in future years should be provided in the Notes section
below the table. '

Not Applicable.

e What is the financial cost of not implementing the Iegislation? (Estimate the costs to
the City of not implementing the legislation, including estimated costs o maintain or

expand an existing facility or the cost avoidance due to replacement of an existing =
facility, potential conflicts with regulatory requirements, or other potential costs if the
leglslatzon is not implemented.) : :

If this proposal is not implemented, the financial performance of the Drainage and
 Wastewater Fund (DWF) will suffer and Seattle Public Utilities may have to reduce levels of
service.

&
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o What are the possible alternatives to the legislation that could achieve the same or
similar objectives? (Include any potential alternatives to the proposed legislation, such
as reducing fee-supported activities, identifying outside funding sources for fee-supported
activities, etc.)

Not raising the rates at this time would result in DWF failing to recover the cost of its
operations and failing to meet the financial policies. In addition, increased General Subfund
utility tax revenue results from the rate increase. This increased tax revenue would not occur
if the rates are not raised. ’

o Is the legislation subject to public hearing requirements: (If yes, what public hearings
have been held to date, and/or what plans are in place to hold a public hearing(s) in the

Sfuture.)

No.
o Other Issues (including long-term implications of the legislation):

Please list attachments to the fiscal note below: ’

Attachment 1'-- 2007 Drainage Rate Study
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l. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Drainage and Wastewater Utility provides wastewater and stormwater management services
to residents and businesses in the City of Seattle. It is supported almost entirely by utility fee
revenue. For drainage, SPU charges City of Seattle property owners fees based on property
characteristics contributing to stormwater run-off and collects these fees via the King County
property tax collection system. For wastewater, SPU collects charges via the SPU combined
utility bill. The wastewater rate consists of a system component, set to recover SPU expenses
and a treatment component, set to recover payments to King County and Southwest Suburban
Sewer District, whose facilities treat the wastewater conveyed by SPU’s system.

For 2007, SPU proposes increasing drainage rates by an average of 8.1 percent while
maintaining the current system component of the wastewater rate. The proposed drainage
increase is a “maintenance” rate intended to support increased 2007 spending, without any
modifications to the existing drainage structure. The Executive will present final drainage and
rate incentive recommendations to City Council this summer which propose significant changes
to the drainage rate and cost allocation structure for 2008 and beyond. This proposal does not
assume any of these proposed changes except some minor 2007 funding for preparatory work on
certain reform initiatives (see Section V- Ratée Design).

The drainage rate increase supports a proposed $3.0 million increase in the drainage revenue
- requirement. Table I-1 presents the monthly impact of the proposed fee increases on drainage
bills for residential and select commercial customers.

Table I-1
Proposed 2007 Revenue Requirement and Impact on Typlcal Drainage Bills

2006 2007 Proposed
' Change from
. '06
Direct Service Revenue . $36,968,350 $39,950,242 $2,981,892
Typical Monthly Bills ‘
Residential $11.34 © 0 $12.09 $0.75
Convenience Store (0.2 acres) $24.48 $27.00 - $2.52
Supermarket (2.87 acres) , $351.27 "~ $387.45 $36.18

)
Three factors are driving the proposed 2007 drainage rate increases:

" & Increase in Debt Service. In 2006, SPU will issue new Drainage and Wastewater Fund
(DWF) revenue bonds, which will increase the drainage revenue requirement by $2.2 million
beginning in 2007, when the first associated interest and principal payments will be due.

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal Executive Summary . ' I3 !ﬁ
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¢

These bonds are expected to fund a portion' of drainage' capital improvements between
December 2006 and May 2008. Major drainage capital programs to be funded in 2007
include:

o Construction and design of storm sewer improvements throughout the Clty 1nclud1ng at
Martin Luther King Way, Meadowbrook,, Madison Valley (2007 Design), and N. 125l
and Aurora Avenue N (2007 Design).

o Construction of the Thornton Creek water quality channel

o Construction of the Highpoint natural drainage system and design of the Venema Creek
system .

.o Development of an in-house drainage customer data management system

Base Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Expense. Operations and Maintenance
expense for current programs increases by $2.1 million. About half -- $1 million -- is due to
changes made to labor-based allocation factors to more accurately reflect recent staff effort.
This had the effect of shifting costs from wastewater to drainage. The total amount of the
shift is actually $2.3 million, but per SPU policy regarding intra-fund changes, the shift is
capped at $1.0 million in 2007, with the remainder to be applied in later years. Inflation
accounts for most of the remaining increase - $756,000.

‘New Operating Expense. SPU is proposing a $1.4 million increase in the revenue

requirement to fund expanded and/or new operations programs, including stewardship and
technical assistance programs, water quality monitoring, drainage billing data management,
business inspections, an apprenticeship program for field staff, natural drainage system
maintenance, and facilities rent increases. Many of these additions are in support of the
recommendations presented in the Comprehensive Drainage Plan adopted in 2005.

Three factors help mitigate the proposed rate increase:

¢

A Reduction in Cash Financing of the CIP. The proposed drainage rate increase assumes a
$1.5 million decrease in drainage cash financing of the CIP from 2006 to 2007. This reflects
the cash available after the rate is set at the minimum level required to meet the binding
constraint of generally positive net income. Even though this reduces the cash financing of
the drainage portion of the CIP to 20 percent in 2007, SPU projects that the Drainage and

Wastewater Fund (DWF) as a whole will be at 27 percent, exceeding the fund target.

Use of Cash Balances. The proposed 2007 rates are set to produce lower net cash revenue
than 2006, reducing the revenue requirement by $0.5 million. Revenue generated by rates is
used to fund current operating expenses, maintain a cash balance as a safeguard against
unexpected expense, and to fund a portion of the current capital program. A rate may be set
generate positive, negative or constant net cash revenue. Net cash revenue is equal to total

! Current revenues (cash) fund the balance of capital improvements.

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal Executive'Summary ‘ . I-4
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cash revenue less total cash expense®. A change in net cash revenue from one rate period to
the next will impact the revenue requirement.

¢ Non-Rates Revenue. An increase in non-rates revenues is expected to reduce the rates
revenue requirement by $660,000 in 2007. Increased reimbursements for Sound Transit
Light Rail and Seattle Housing Authority Integrated Drainage Plan capital expense are the
primary sources. \

Figure I-1 displays these factors:

Figure I-1
2007 Drainage Rate Drivers

$2.5 +
$2.0
$1.5
$1.0
$0.5 : |
50.0 SN R SN S —

S0 | S
$1.0
515
-$2.0

Change in revenue requirement ($'s million)

Capital Base O&M New Operating  Use of Cash Non-rate " Capital
Financing - Debt Expense Balances Revenue Financing - Cash

The table on the following page shows projected ﬁhaneial performance of DWF under this
proposal. The financial policy objectives for DWF are discussed in Section II (Fmanmal
Policies) of this proposal.

}

Wastewgter Treatment Rate

SPU expects to increase the treatment component of the wastewater rate in 2007 to fund a
proposed 10.7 percent increase in the King County treatment rate. This increase will result in a
9.9 percent overall increase to the wastewater rate. The increase in the treatment component of
the rate is not part of this rate study, as Ordinance 121675 provides a pass-through mechanism
for its adjustment. However, all Drainage and Wastewater Fund (DWF) financial performance
data presented in this rate study assume the 9.9 percent overall increase. Appendix D provides
- further detail on the pass through mechanism and 2007 wastewater funding requirements,

I

2 This differs from net income which includes non-cash items such as depreciation and amortization and excludes
cash expenses such as as debt service principal payments. ‘

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal ~ Executive Summary ‘ IS5
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[ . Table I-2 | ,
. Drainage and Wastewater Fund Financial Summary

2006 Projected 2007 Proposed
Operating Revenue ' :

Wastewater Service

Wastewater Rate Revenue 144,873,728 158,087,701
High Strength Industrial Surcharge 1,230,000 1,349,765 -
Drainage Rate Revenue 36,968,350 39,950,242
Other Charges _ ’
Permit Fees 1,424,652 1,424,652
Other 836,756 857,325
Total Operating Revenue: 185,333,487 201,669,686
Operating Expenses
Operating and Maintenance Expenses* :
Wastewater Treatment 90,255,476 99,895,675
Other Operating Expenses 39,568,082 44,007,041
Taxes Other Than City Taxes 2,185,279 2,341,920
Other Expenses 4
City Taxes 21,798,864 23,742,167
. Depreciation 18,612,178 20,606,178
Total Operating Expenses: 172,419,880 190,592,981
Net Operating Income: i’ 12,913,606 11,076,705
Other Income (Expenses)
Investment and Interest Income 986,949 1,544,285

Interest Expenses and Amortization of
Debt Issue Costs and Net Discount
Other Income, Net
Total Other Income (Expenses):

v

Capital and Operating fees, Contributions,

2,550,206 3,131,247
and Grants '
Net Income (Loss) 2,765,020 2,875
Revenue Available for Debt Service 54,311,598 56,969,335
Debt Service 21,635,880 24,873,522
Debt Service Coverage 2.51 2.29

(13,685,741)

(15,749,362)

(12,698,792)

(14,205,077)

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal

Executive Summary
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Il. DRAINAGE AND WASTEWATER FUND FINANCIAL OVERVIEW

The City of Seattle operates an integrated storm and sanitary sewerage system. Although funded
through separate rate structures, the City’s stormwater (“drainage™) and sanitary sewer
(“wastewater”) systems share common infrastructure, administrative and maintenance services,
debt financing, and financial budgeting and reporting systems.

SPU finances the acquisition, operation, and maintenance of Seattle’s drainage and wastewater
system through the Drainage and Wastewater Enterprise Fund (DWF). An enterprise fund
functions like a self-supporting business which must generate operating revenues, predominantly
through user charges (or “rates”), which are sufficient to cover all operating costs and meet
financial policy targets. Separate drainage and wastewater service charges, or rates, are the
source of most DWF revenues. Non-rate revenues include permit fee revenue, operating grants,
capital grants, and contributions in aid of construction (CIAC). These non-rate revenues reduce
the amount of revenue that must be recovered through rates.

Financial policies provide a guiding framework for Drainage and Wastewater finances. The
p011c1es help determine how much revenue DWF must collect from its customers each year to
remain financially healthy while meeting its financial obllgatlons In addition, financial policies:

¢ shape the financial profile that DWF presents to lenders and other members of the ﬁnanmal
‘community;

¢ establish DWF’s exposure to financial risk; and

. allocate DWF’s costs between current and future ratepayers.

Table II-1 summarizes DWF’s financial policies, discusses their importance, and identifies the
financial policy targets. -

TABLE I1-1
- Summary of DWF Financial Policies

1.80 times

Parameter ' ' Importance : DWF Target
Debt Service A higher debt service coverage ratio means that more
Coverage “excess” revenue is available after debt payments are

made. This reduces financial risk and provides more
flexibility to respond to unanticipated needs or
revenue shortfalls.

Debt-to-Asset Ratio  This ratio provides an indicator of how reliantan -
. organization is on debt to finance its infrastructure. A
high ratio suggests less flexibility, as a greater
portion of each year’s revenues is used to repay debt.

No more than 70%

Cash-Financing of This policy 1) helps to prevent a rapid increase in 25% (four-year
CIP debt levels, and 2) limits the escalation in the debt-to-  rolling average) by
_ assets ratio. 2007
Year-End Cash Cash reserves are important to ensure bills are paid One month
Balance on time, and they can be used to respond to wastewater treatment
' unanticipated needs or revenue shortfalls. expense by 2007

- 2007 Drainage Rate Proposal Financial Policies ' S /5
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Importance

f Parameter DWF Target

Positive net income is a contingency against

projection errors and uncertainties regarding

revenues. It is also a signal to bond rating agencies

that the City is committed to establishing drainage
+ fees that cover costs.

Net Income
Generally Positive

No more than 15% of

A cap on variable rate debt balances the advantages
total debt

of lower interest costs with the risk of unexpected
increases in interest rates.

Variable Rate Debt

Drainage and Wastewater Fund financial policies were adopted by City Council in 2003 by
Resolution 30612. To mitigate the impact of these requirements on rates, the résolution provided
for a gradual increase inthe achievement of cash-related targets, with the expectation that all
targets would be met by 2007. Table II-2 presents the interim targets established by the
Resolution. '

Table I1-2
DWF 2004-2006 Interim Financial Policy Targets
Policy 2004 2005 2006 2007+ (1)
Cash Balance Year End 7.0 M $6.0 M| $6.7 M| Varies M
1 month treatment 7.0 M $7.5 M $7.5M $84 M
Cash Financing of CIP 11.5% 14.0 % 17.6 % 25.0 %

Table 11-2 Notes:

(1) 2007+ Cash Balance target is equal.to o
projected expense is presented above as a point of reference.

ne month wastewater treatment expense. One month actual and

Table I1-3 presents DWF actual and projected performance' of financial policy targets in between

2004 and 2007
. Table II-3
DWEF Financial Policy Performance 2004-2007
Policy Target 2004 2005 2006 2007
Actual Actual Projected Proposed
Net Income Generally Positive ($5.0) M $13 M $28 M $00 M
Debt Service Coverage 1.8x 2.19 x 2.73 x 251 x 2.29 x
Cash Balance Year End 1 Month Treatment 7.7 M $8.9 M $10.5°M ’ $8.3 M
Treatment

Cash Financing of CIP 25% 14.8 % 24.6 % 25.0 % 273 %
Debt-to-Asset Ratio <=70% 52% % 51% % 57 % 57 %
Variable Rate Debt <=15% 0% 0% 0% 0%
2007 Drainage Rate Proposal Financial Policies 1-2
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DWEF exceeded all interim targets in 2004 and 2005 and expects to meet or exceed 2006 interim
and 2007 adopted financial policy targets. In addition, DWF has exceeded or is projected to
exceed the debt service coverage targets presented to financial rating agencies at the time of the
2006 DWF revenue bond issue. The next DWF revenue bond issue is scheduled for September.
2006. The fund’s positive financial performance may result in an increase to at least one of

- DWF’s bond ratings.

Financial policy targets are directed toward overal] DWF financial performance. No formal,
separate policy targets have been adopted for the drainage program or for the wastewater
program. In theory, each line of business would contribute equally to meeting the DWF

financial targets. That is, both drainage and wastewater would: a) finance 25% (or the applicable -
interim target) of its respective CIP program with cash; and b) pay a share of the DWF year end
cash balance target equal to its proportional share of total DWF operating expenses. In practice,
however, SPU may use financial targets to balance revenue requirements between wastewater

and drainage. The table below provides a look at each line of business’ cash balance and cash
financing of the CIP under the current rate proposal assumptions. The wastewater contributions
assume the treatment rate increase proposed in Appendix D.

TABLE I1-4
DWF Cash Financing and Cash Balance Summary
By Line of Business

(in 1,000's) ' 2005 Actual 2006 Projected 2007 Projected

Drainage - ‘

Year End Cash Balance* $1.1 $1.0 $1.1

Cash Financing of CIP$$ $5.4 $6.2 $4.9
% of Drainage CIP** . 26% 24% 20%

Wastewater ’ _

Year End Cash Balance* $7.8 $9.5 $7.2

Cash Financing of CIP$$ $4.6 $4.6 $7.9
% of WW CIP** 21% 26% 36%

Fund _ .

Year End Cash Balance* . $89 $10.5 $8.3

Cash Financing of CIP$$ - %100 ‘ $10.8 . $12.8

DWF CIP : $42.4 ‘ $43.3 $47.0

% of DWF CIP** ' 24% 25% 27%

Table 11-4 Notes:

*  Cash balance is forecast by line of business for financial planning purposes. The Drainage and Wastewater Operating Fund does not
separate cash transactions by line of business. Therefore, line of business “actual” YE Cash is estimated based on service revenues -
and estimated expense allocations. .

b Includes financing from rate revenue, capital grants, and other contributions in aid of construction

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal Financial Policies 1I-3 . ;@
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IIl. REVENUE REQUIREMENTS

e ]

The revenue requirement is the minimum amount of operating revenue required to
simultaneously meeting cash funding requirements and financial policy targets related to net
income, cash balances, cash financing of the CIP, and debt service coverage. The component
requiring the greatest amount of revenue generatlon (cash expenses or one of the financial policy
requirements) is termed the “binding constraint”. The rates revenue requirement is equal to the
total revenue requirement required to meet the binding constraint, less any non-rates revenues.
Drainage service fees (or “rates revenues”) typically account for over 92% of drainage revenues.

Non-rate drainage revenues include permit fees, miscellaneous operating revenues, interest

income, operating grants, capital grants, and contributions in aid of construction (CIAC).
Assuming constant demand, rate increases are required to fund increases in the revenue
requirement from one rate setting petiod to the next.

Table I1I-1 summarizes the components of change in the drainage revenue requirement from
2006 to 2007.

Table I11-1
Components of the Change in the Drainage Revenue Requlrement3

Revenue Requirement

($1,600's) o 2006 2007 $ Change % Change
Expense R : ' :
Operations and Maintenance Expense (O&M) :
Base O&M 18,577 20,634 2,056 5.6%
New Operating Expense - 1,385 . 1,385 3.7%
Total 18,577 22,018 3,441 - 9.3%
Capital Financing o :
Cash ' 7,157 5,677 (1,481) -4.0%
Debt Service : ~ 13,019 15,171 2,151 5.8%
Total 20,177 20,847 - 670 1.8%
Total Revenue Requirement 38,754 42,866 4,111 . 11.1%
Other Funding Sources :
- Non-Rates Revenue .(2,468) (3,129) (661) . -1.8%
Cash Balance : 682 214 . (468) -1.3%
Total (1,786) (2,915) (1,129) -3.1%
Net Rates Rev Requirement ‘ 36,968 39,950 2,982 8.1%

3 All line items include the tax impact associated with increasing or reducing the revenue requirement. For example,
the 2007 change in new operating expense is $1.2 million while the change in the new operating expense revenue
requirement presented in the Table 111-1 is $1.4 million. The difference of $0.2 million is equal to the revenue taxes

‘which must be paid on the additional revenue requnred to fund an addmonal $1.2 million in operating expense.

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal | Revenue Requirements
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Attachment 1 to Fiscal Note — SPU 2007 Drainage Rate Study

The top section of Table III-1 presents the components of expense which make up the total
revenue requirement. The bottom section of the table presents other sources of funding which
reduce the amount of expense which must be recovered through direct service rates. The total
revenue requirement increases by 11.1 percent from 2006 to 2007. However, the additional non-
rates revenues and existing cash balances are used to fund 3.1 percent of this increase, reducing
the increase in the rates revenue requirement to 8.1 percent.

Below is a more detailed description of the components of change in the revenue requirement.

Operatioris and Maintenance Expense (O&M)

The drainage O&M revenue requirement includes a portion of DWF shared administrative
expense, as well as direct drainage operating expense associated with running a stormwater
program (i.e. regulatory oversight, community outreach and education, etc.) and maintaining
storm sewer system infrastructure. )

Table III-2 presents proposed 2007 O&M spending increases by source.

Table I11-2 | A
Proposed Drainage Operating and Maintenance Expenditures
($1,000's) . - 2007 Increase

Base O&M '
Drainage/Wastewater Allocation Revisions 1,000
Change in G&A Credit 33
Inflation . 756
Taxes ' 267
Change in Revenue Requirement 2,056

New O&M
Stewardship, Technical Assistance, and Partnershlp Program 256
Water Quality Monitoring Program 200
Drainage Rate Billing Data Management ‘ 170
Inspections: Business, Stormwater Facility & 1llicit Connectlons 150 :
Apprenticeship Program 150
Natural Drainage System Maintenance 130°
City Central - Key Tower Rent 149
Taxes 180
Change in Revenue Requirement . - 1,385

Total Change in O&M ' . 3,441

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal Revenue Requirements , -2
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l

Base O&M Expense

The bése O&M for 2007 is assumed to equal the spending required to support operations and
maintenance functions budgeted under the 2006 revised budget. Base O&M does'not include
debt service which is discussed under capital financing.

Under this proposal, base O&M increases by $2.1 million. Four factors drive this increase. A
new allocation of O&M expenses between drainage and wastewater shifts $1 million in 2007 to
drainage (see below). General inflation adds $0.8 million. A reduction in the G&A credit due to
reduced 2007 CIP spending® adds $33,000. The increase in revenue taxes assoc1ated with the
overall change in base O&M adds $0.3 mllllon

Allocation Revision in Detail: Operating expenses are budgeted for the DWF as a whole and
not by line of business (drainage or wastewater). Consequently, operating expenses must be
assigned to each line of business in order to establish separate revenue requirements for rate-
setting purposes. SPU has developed a series of factors to assign cost, by budget activity, to
drainage and to wastewater. ' . '

The DWF budgeted O&M expenses include both line-of-business-specific expenses (i.e. water
quality monitoring or wastewater treatment), as well as shared administrative and business
support expense. Shared expenses are assigned to each line of business based on prior period
actual direct labor expense or on management estimate (Where labor expense is not appropriate).
Appendix C provides more detailed information on the cost assignment process.

As part of the current rate study, SPU reviewed the existing labor-based cost assignment factors
and reset them based on 2005 actual spending. While some branches saw increases in the
wastewater share, the net shift was toward drainage.

The primary factors underlying this shift in spending include:

‘¢ asignificant increase in engineering labor expense on dréihage CIP projects due to the
implementation of the Comprehensive Drainage Plan. Engineering branch administration
and support is based on direct CIP labor expense for the branch.

¢ increased 2005 spending on maintenance of storm sewer infrastructure (relative to spending
. on sewer infrastructure) resulting in a greater drainage share of field operations -
administration in 2006 :

¢ adecline in labor expense on drainage capital projects, resulting in a smaller drainage share
of the general and administrative credit (which is an offset to O&M expense)

¢ the recent focus on the development of the Wastewater'System Plan, resulting in a reduction
in the drainage share of Science and Sustainability spending

% The G&A credit is opérating overhead (i.e. human resources, information technology, etc.) on capital projects.
This credit reduces expense charged to the operating budget and reallocates it to capital expense. The budgeted
G&A credit is based on adopted spending.

2007 D;'ainage Rate Proposal Revenue Requirements ' ' I3 ;
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Attachment 1 to Fiscal Note — SPU 2007 Drainage Rate Study

Table I1I-3 page presents the 2006 cost assignment changes by branch.

Table 111-3

Change in Drainage Share of DWF Base O&M Spendmg
(51 000s)

' Drainage Drainage 2006-
Program ' Total DWF 200 6-Ba§e gRevise I Change
Customer Service 6,507 200 128 (72)
Director's Office 1,341 888 938 50
Engineering Services : 3,020 1,708 2,638 930
Field Operations 12,190 . 4,513 5,020 507
Finance & Administration 6,198 2,473 2,830 356
G&A Credit _ (4,700) (2,713) (2,379) 334
Science & Sustainability 7,159 - '5,825 ' 5,645 (180)
SPU General Expenses* 7,692 3,175 ' 3,528 354
Total Drainage o 39,407 16,069 18,348 2,280

This change'in allocation increases the drainage share of O&M expenses by $2.3 million, and
reduces the wastewater share by a corresponding amount. SPU policy caps intra-fund changes at
$1 million per fund per year, and any change in excess of this amount is carried forward to the
next year(s). This policy assists in smoothing budgetary impacts of significant cost assignment
shifts which may be the result of temporary spending anomalies. SPU recommends applying this
same policy to revisions in cost assignment between drainage and wastewater. Therefore, this

rate, proposal assumes that $1 million of the total $2.3 million change will be applled in 2007.

The additional $1.3 million will be netted against other cost assignment revisions in 2008. -

/

More detail on the specific allocation shifts can be found in Appendix C, particularly

" Table C-1.

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal Revenue Requiréments
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Attachment 1 to Fiscal Note — SPU 2007 Drainage Rate Study

New Operations and Maintenance Expense

The 2007 proposed drainage rates support $1.2 million in spending on expanded and/or new

programs (plus $0.2 million in associated taxes). Many of these additions are in support of the
recommendations presented in the Comprehensive Drainage Plan adopted in 2005. Table I11-4
presents a summary of proposed new expense by line item.

Table I11-4

- Proposed 2007 New Drainage Operations and Maintenance Expense

- 12007

Drainage Adjustment : Description : : :
Stewardship, Technical Meets Council initiative to deve]op incentives | $256,000
Assistance, and Partnership | for on-site stormwater management.
Program -
Water Quality Momtormg/ Water Quality Monitoring Program to meet $200,000
Program Corporate Stormwater NPDES compliance '

requirements. '
Drainage Rate Billing Data | Project management and technical oversight of | $170,000
Management drainage billing data management at SPU c

($80K); Modification of Drainage Billing

System (on King County mainframe) to

accommodate proposed rate structure changes

($40K); Increase in administration fee paid to

King County for drainage billing and

collections. Fee is revenue based so increases

. with rate increase ($50K). 3

Inspections: Business, Inspections to meet partial Corporate $150,000
Stormwater Facility & Illicit | Stormwater NPDES compliance requirements
Connections related to business, stormwater facility and

illicit connections inspections.
Drainage and Wastewater Establish and operate an apprenticeship $150,000
Apprenticeship Program program for drainage and wastewater (DWW)

. field workers. ‘ .

Natural Drainage System O&M for Natural Drainage Systems to assure | $130,000
Maintenance functioning infrastructure of channel and '

landscape used at SEA Streets, Broadview,

High Point and Pinehurst.
City Central - Key Tower Antlclpated drainage share of SPU Key Tower | $149,000
Rent rent increase.
TOTAL DRAINAGE

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal

Revenue Requirements
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Attachment 1 to Fiscal Note — SPU 2007 Drainage Rate Study

Capital Financing Expense

DWF funds capital projects through a combination of cash (from direct service and non-rates
revenue) and debt financing (revenue bonds). Major drainage capital programs to be funded in
2007 include:

] Constructlon and de51gn of storm sewer 1mprovements throughout the City including at
Martin Luther King Way, Meadowbrook, Madison Valley (2007 Design), and N. 125™ ‘and
Aurora Avenue N (2007 Design)

¢ Construction of the Thornton Creek water quality channel

"¢ Construction of the Highpoint natural drainage system and design of the Venema Creek
system

¢ Development of an in-house drainage billing management system |

Change in Debt Service

_SPU expects to issue approximately $49 million in new DWF revenue bonds in September 2006.
DWF debt service is expected to increase by $3.3 million in 2007 as the first principal and
interest payments on the 2006 revenue bond issue come due. The drainage portion of this new
debt is projected at $2.0 million and increases the revenue requirement by $2.2 million, including
taxes.

Change in CIP Cash Financing (Rate Reduction)

In 2003 Council established, via resolution, a 25 percent CIP cash financing target for'the
Drainage and Wastewater Fund. The resolution provided for a gradual increase in the =
achievement of this target, providing interim targets for 2004 through 2006. SPU expects to
exceed both the 2006 interim and 2007 adopted CIP cash financing targets, with 25 percent cash
financing in 2006 (interim target equals 18 percent) and 27 percent in 2007.

As further discussed in “Section II-Drainage and Wastewater Fund Financial Overview”,
financial policy targets are directed toward overall DWF financial performance. No formal,
separate policy targets have been adopted for the drainage program or for the wastewater
program. In theory, each line of business would contribute equally to meeting the DWF
financial targets, with both drainage and wastewater financing 25% (or the applicable interim
target) of its respective CIP program with cash. In practice, however, SPU may use financial
_targets to balance revenue requirements between wastewater and drainage.

Under the current proposal drainage cash financing of the CIP is projected to decrease by $1.5
million in 2007. Table I1I-4 presents the drivers underlying this decrease.

2007 Drainag’e‘ Rate Proposal Revenue Requirements -6
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Attachment 1 to Fiscal Note — SPU 2007 Drainage Rate Study

Table I11-4
Change in Drainage Cash Financing of the CIP
: ‘ 2007 Change in CIP
($1,000's) ' Cash Financing
Change in CIP Spending ('06 to '07) (88)
Reduced Cash Contribution (24% t020%) (1,200)
Change in Revenue Taxes ] (192)
Tota! Change from 2006 (1,481)

Note: For 2006, this assumes $25.5M in CIP spending (90 percent accomplishment of the 2006
Revised DWF CIP Spending Plan). For 2007, this assumes $25.1M in CIP spending (90 percent
accomplishment of Proposed 2007 CIP),

In 2006, SPU expeéts to finance 24 percent of its drainage CIP program with cash. Assuming
this same percentage were applied to 2007 spending, the cash contribution would decrease by
$88,000 as 2007 CIP spending is projected to be slightly lower than 2006 spending,

In order to minimize the drainage rate increase, SPU proposes to reduce dra\linage cash financing
to 20 percent in 2007. - This level of drainage cash financing sets the rate at the minimum level
required to meet the binding constraint of generally positive net income. Assuming 20 percent
drainage cash financing, SPU projects that the Drainage and Wastewater Fund will finance 27
percent of 2007 DWF CIP spending with cash, exceeding the 25 percent adopted policy target. .

Use of Cash Balances (Rate Reduction)

Revenue generated by rates is used to fund current operating expenses, maintain a cash balance
as a safeguard against unexpected expense, and to fund a portion of the current capital program.
A rate may be set-generate positive, negative or constant net cash revenue. Net cash revenue is
equal to total cash revenue less total cash expense. This differs from net income which includes

non-cash items such as depreciation and amortization and excludes cash expenses such as as debt -

service principal payments. A change in net cash revenue from one rate period to the next will
impact the revenue requirement. An increase in total net cash revenue will drive a rate/revenue
increase while a decrease will reduce the rate/revenue requirement,

" The proposed 2007 rates are set to reduce net cash revenue by $0.5 million, as presented in Table

-T1I-5. This reduction in net cash revenue will reduce the overall drainage revenue requirement by
1.3 percent.

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal * Revenue Requirements o -7
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‘ Table III-5

Change in Drainage Net Cash Revenue
($1,000s) ' 2006 2007
Beginning Cash Balance-Actual : 1,063 960
Beginning Cash Balance-Adjusted - ' " 366 960
Ending Cash Balance ' 960 1,146
Net Cash Revenue minus Adusted Beginning Balance) 594 186
Chanée in Net Cash Revenue ('07 minus '06) - (408)
Change in Revenue Taxes 61
Net Change to Revenue Requirement - (468)

" In 2006, the drainage rate plus other revenue sources produced enough cash to fund expenses
plus add $0.6 million to cash balances. This change in net revenue is calculated by subtracting
an adjusted 2006 beginning cash balance from the 2006 ending cash balance. The 2006
beginning cash balance is adjusted to account for a $0.7 million accounting anomaly which
temporarily inflated the actual beginning balance but was unrelated to actual operating cash.

In 2007, net cash revenue equals $0.2 million or $0.4 million less than 2006 net revenue.

- Including the associated reduction in taxes, drainage rates must generate $0.5 million less in
' revenuesin 2007 to fund operating expenses and achieve a'targeted $1.1 million ending cash
balance”. : '

Non-Raté-Revenue (Raté Reduction)

Non-rate revenue is projected to increase by $0.7 million® from 2006 to 2007. This increase will
reduce the amount to be recovered through rates by 1.8 percent. Non-rate revenue includes
permit fees, operating and capital grants, contributions in aid of construction (CIAC), interest
income and other miscellaneous revenues and capital contributions presented below.

The primary source of this increase is due to reimbursements (CIAC) for capital expense
associated with the Sound Transit Light Rail and Seattle Housing Authority (SHA) Integrated
Drainage Plan projects. A small increase in operating grants and interest income is also
anticipated.

5 As described in Section 11-Drainage and Wastewater Fund Financial Overview, the DWF targeted ending cash
balance is equal to one month of wastewater treatment expense, or $12.8 million in 2007. The 2007 drainage share
of the DWF target equals 14 percent of the total which equals its share of total 2007 DWF proposed operating
expense (excluding taxes and debt service). ,

Includes associated tax increase

2007 Drainage Rate Pr'Oposal Revenue Requirements ' 111-8
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IV. COST ALLOCATION

Once the revenue requirement is set, these costs must be allocated to different customer classes.’
Items driven by similar factors are grouped into cost classifications, which are allocated between
customer classes based on defined customer characteristics. This chapter of the rate study
describes the classifications and customer characteristics. It concludes with a presentation of the
2007 drainage cost of service for each customer class. The total cost of service is equal to the
drainage revenue requirement.

The current rate study does not propose any changes to the cost allocatlon methodology used in
the 2005-2006 rates process

~ Cost Classifications and Allocation Factors
Drainage costs are grouped into four cost classifications:

1) Service Costs;

2) Customer Costs;

3) Capital & Other Costs; and
4) Taxes.

Service Costs

Items in the service cost classification are associated with managing stormwater run-off volumes

and their impact on the aquatic environment, These costs include infrastructure maintenance and

repair (pipes, culverts, detention systems, etc.), regulatory oversight, water quality monitoring,

~ and support services. In 2007 proposed Service Costs total $18.4 million, or 46 percent of total
drainage line of business expense. :

The share of service costs borne by residential customers has decreased over the last three years.
From 1999 and 2003, a portion of service cost related to habitat programs and landslide
mitigation was allocated exclusively to the residential customer class, with the balance allocated
among all drainage customer classes based on flow. In 2004, the City determined that all Service
Costs should be allocated between customer classes based on flow. That same year, SPU began
to increase the percentage of operating expense allocated based on flow, thereby reducing the
portion of expense borne exclusivély by residential customers. The gradual re-allocation of all
service expense using a flow basis was completed in 2006.

7 A customer class is a group of customers that places a unique cost on the utility or is administratively easier to
serve as a groip. Drainage has one residential customer class and six commercial customer classes.

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal Cost Allocation ' _ | V-1 Eﬁ
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. Customer Costs

Customer Costs include billing administration and customer service expense. These expenses
are allocated by parcel, as they are driven by the number of customers served rather than by
property characteristics. Proposed Customer Costs total $0.8 million in 2007. These amounts
are about 2 percent of total expenses in the drainage line of business. \

¢ King County Charges for Drainage Billing System (DBS) Administration. King County
administers billing and collections of the drainage fee for the City of Seattle. The drainage
fee appears as a line item (“SWM?” or Surface Water Management fee) on semi-annual King
County property tax statements. Drainage Billing System (DBS) records are also housed on
the King County mainframe. King County charges an annual administrative fee for billing,
collections, reporting, and data administration support.

¢ SPU Customer Data Management. Although DBS is housed on the King County
mainframe, SPU is responsible for updating customer records. SPU currently utilizes King
County reports as the basis for customer data updates. However, in 2007, SPU will begin the
development of an on-site drainage customer data repository which it w1ll maintain in house
using varlous data sources®.

¢ SPU Customer Service Support. SPU is responsible for responding to drainage-related

customer inquiries, and administering the drainage low-income utility credit. Consequently,
internal customer service expenses are included in the Customer Cost classification.

Capital & Other Costs

Capital & Other Costs includes debt service payments and any other cash requirements necessary
to.support current operations and financial policy targets, such as cash financing of the CIP.
Capital & Other expenses total $15.6 million in 2007, representing 39 percent of total drainage
expense respectively. Capital & Other Costs are allocated among customer classes based on
flow.

Taxes

: Assummg the proposed rate increases, taxes on dramage revenue (City B&O and State and other
taxes) are prOJected to total $5.2 million in 2007. This represents approximately 13 percent of
total expenses in the drainage line of business. Taxes are allocated among the customer classes

. based on each class’ respective share of total cost, after allocating all other costs.

Table IV-1 summarizes the total expense for each cost classification group in 2007. This table
also delineates the allocators used to assign the costs from each cla351ﬁcat10n to the dlfferent
customer classes

¥Included in new O&M expense in Section 111 of this report.
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~ Table IV-1
Drainage Cost Classification Summary
Cost Classification| Allocator (1) 2007 Cost % of Total
Cost

Service Flow 18,418,203 46.1%
Customer Parcels 773,003 1.9%
Taxes % of Total Cost 5,185,289 13.0%
Capital & Other Flow 15,573,747 39.0%

" Total ' $ 39,950,242 100%

Table IV-2 Notes:
" 1) The “Allocator” is the customer characteristic or other measure used to allocate expense among customer classes.

Customer Characteristics by Class

Drainage customers belong to one of two broad classes: residential (single family and duplex)
and commercial. Commercial customers are further divided into six rate classes that correspond
to different levels of development, as measured by the percentage of impervious surface on the
tax parcel. A description of each customer characteristic follows the table.

Table IV-2 -
Drainage Customer Characteristics by Class

Run-off

Percent Parcel Total

Customer Class Impervious Count Acreage Coefficient = Flow
Residential 36-65 140,149 19,712 0.57 11,186
Commercial 56,286 18,944 11,263
Open Space 0-2 131 1,201 0.11 130
Undeveloped 0-15 8,671 5,696 0.19 1,054
Light 16-35 131 417 0.31 130
Moderate 36-65 479 1,242 0.57 705
Heavy 66-85. 1,291 .1,080 0.74 797
Very Heavy 86-100 45,583 9,308 091 8,447
Total 196,435 38,655 ' 22,449

Table IV-2 Notes:
Parcel and acreage data is from drainage billing system records as of January 2006. This data was utilized for 2006

billings by

King County.

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal
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Percent Impervious: The percentage of the parcel area that is covered by impervious surface |
(any hard or impermeable surface that is not green, grassy, growing vegetation or landscaped).
Examples of impervious surfaces are pavement, blacktop, rooftops, parking lots, or patios.
Impervious surface is used in.the calculation of the run-off coefficient assigned to each customer
class.

Number of Parcels: The Number of Parcels is the number of King County tax parcels within
Seattle city limits. '

Acreage: The total parcel area and is used in the calculation of the total flow by customer class.

Run-off Coefficient: The percentage of precipitation falling on.a parcel that is expected to enter
the drainage system as runoff. The run-off coefficient is calculated based on the concept that 95
percent of precipitation falling on impervious surface will flow into the drainage system, but
only 10 percent of precipitation falling on pervious surface flows into the drainage system. The
run-off coefficient is used in the calculation of total flow.

Total Flow: Equal to total acreage multiplied by the applicable run-off coefficient. This
calculation approximates stormwater run-off that flows off the property into the public drainage
system. Total flow is used to allocate the majority of drainage costs among the customer classes.

Cost of Service by Customer Class

Table IV-3 shows how 2007 proposed dramage costs by cost classification are allocated among
the customer classes. :

Table IV-3
Drainage Cost of Service Summary 2007
‘ Percent of

Customer Class Service Customer Taxés Capital & Other Total Cost Rev Req
Residential 9,177,815 ' 551,509 2,608,644 7,760,419 20,098,386 50.3%
Commercial 9,240,388 221,494 2,576,645 7,813,328 19,851,856 49.7%
_ Open Space 106,890 516 29,501 90,382 227288 |  0.6%

Undeveloped 864,501 34,122 243,061 . 730,990 1,872,675. 4.7%

Light 107,038 516 29,541 90,507 227,601 0.6%

Moderate 578,145 1,885 159,428 488,858 1,228,315 3.1%

Heavy 653,771 5,080 180,722 552,804 1,392,377 3.5%

Very Heavy 6,930,043 179,376 1,934,393 5,859,787 14,903,600 37.3%
Total $ 18,418,203 773,003 518528918 ° 15,573,747 39,950,242 100.0%

Based on the above cost-of-service analysis, residential and commercial rates will fund an almost
equal amount of the 2007 revenue requirement. ‘
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V. RATE DESIGN

Rate design is the last step in the rate setting process, wherein the structure and level of the rates
are determined. For 2007, SPU is not proposing any changes to the structure of the rates but is
proposing changes to the level of the rates based on the changes in the revenue requirements.
SPU expects to offer a comprehensive rate redesign proposal in the coming months, which, if
approved, may be built into 2008 rates and beyond. ‘

Current Rate Design .

All properties in Seattle, except city streets and state highways, are charged a drainage service
fee. Docks and other similar properties, which rest over natural water bodies, are also exempted.
To simplify billing and hold down administrative costs, all single-family homes and duplexes are
assumed to be moderately impervious and pay a flat fee based on an average parcel size. All
other propertles have been assigned to one of the other six categories and are charged based on

- percent impervious area and actual parcel size. The open space category is reserved for parcels
included on the Mayor’s Open Space Map (prlmarlly City greenbelts).

King County administers billing and collections of the dralnage fee for the City of Seattle. The
" drainage fee appears as a line item (“SWM?” or Surface Water Management fee) on semi-annual
“King County property tax statements.’

| 'Revenue Requirement and Proposed Rate Increase

As described in the Section III (Revenue Requirements), the amount of revenue that needs to be "
generated from the drainage rates will increase from $37 million in 2006 to $41.4 million in
2007. The table below summarizes the allocation of the drainage revenue requirement by
drainage customer classes. '

- Table V-1
. Drainage Rates Revenue Requirement
Customer Class 2006 2007 -
Residential - $18,853,737 $20,098,386
Commercial $18,114,613 $19,851,856 -
Open Space $206,238| $227,288
Undeveloped $1,602,957 $1,872,675
Light | $207,169|  $227,601
Moderate $1,044,739 $1,228.315
Heavy '$1,325,592 $1,392,377
Very Heavy -$13,727,919 $14,903, 600
Total 7$36,968,350]  $39,950242

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal -

Rate Design



hd ’

| Attachment 1 to Fiscal Note — SPU 2007 Drainage Rate Study

| Proposed Drainage Rates
Table V-2 presents proposed monthly drainage rates by rate class for 2007.

Table V-2 :
2007 Proposed Monthly Drainage Rates

2006 2007  Change Y
Class (% impervious) Adopted || (Proposed) from'06 Increase

Residential, per parcel $11.34 $12.09 $0.75 - 6.6%

Commercial, per acre

Open Space (0-2%) $14.48 | $15.96 $1.48  102%
Undev‘eloped (0-15%) $25.18 - $271.72 $2.54  10.1%
Light (16-35%) | $41.82 . $45.96 $4.14 9.9%
Moderate (36-65%) $75.67 $83.40  $7.73  102%
Heavy (66-85%) so8.65|| -$108.65 $10.00 10.1% -

Very Heavy (86-100%) $122.39]] .. $135.00 ’ $12.61 - 10.3%

Table V-2 Notes:

1)  All rates repi‘es'cnt monthly charges. Actual billing is on a bi-annual cycle.

Table V-3 pfesent_s sample bills for different types of drainage customers, using the proposed
rates. . ' o

Table V-3

2007 'Proposed Monthly Drainage.Bills
Single Family Convenience Supermarket
Residence Store (0.2 acres) (2.87 acres)
. 2006 $11.34 $24.48 $351.27
2007 $12.09 $27.00 $387.45
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Drainage Fee Discounts and Credits

Rainwater Harvesting Discount

SPU offers a 10 percent reduction in the drainage rates for any new or remodeled commercial - ‘
building that utilizes a qualifying rainwater harvesting system. The rainwater harvesting system
must be sized to use or infiltrate the amount of rain that falls on the roof of the building during a’
one-year, 24-hour storm event in order to qualify for the 10 percent discount. Those systems that
involve indoor uses of rainwater must be permitted by Seattle-King County Department of
Health in order to qualify for the rate reduction. Systems that rely solely on the capture and -
indoor use of rainwater will qualify for the reduction provided the system is sized to meet the
performance requirement. Qualifying for the 10 percent reduction does not relieve the property
owner of having to meet the applicable stormwater and drainage code requirements for the
building and site. SPU is not proposing to change this program.

- Low Income Utility Credit

The City assists qualified low-income customers with their drainage bills by providing a 50
~ percent credit. Qualified low-income customers receive this credit on their combined utility bill
or, when no combined utility bill is received, on their City Light Bill or as a credit voucher. The
latter options are typically applicable to renters who pay drainage, wastewater, and water utility
‘fees indirectly as part of their rental payment

For 2007, SPU is proposing to increase the amount of the credit consistent with the increase in
the drainage fees. This increase will ensure that the amount of the credit continues to be 50
percent of the drainage bill.’

' Table V-4
Drainage Low Income Utility Credit.(Monthly)

2006 Adopted 2007 Proposed

Single Family $5.67 $6\.05
Duplex _ $2.84 $3.02
Multifamily $0.61 $0.65

Drainage Fee and Cost Allocation Structure Alternatives

~ In 2003, SPU initiated a thorough review of the drainage fee structure, identifying issues to be

further addressed in the 2004 Drainage Rate Study. On November 22, 2004, the City Council
adopted Resolution 30720 setting out-a work plan and timeline for SPU to deliver to the Council
by. the first quarter of 2006 final recommendations for changes to the drainage rate structure and
potential rate and non-rate incentives. Achievement of greater customer equity through a more
nuanced drainage rate design and allocation of costs is a high priority of the Mayor and the City
Council, and is a driving force behind this effort.
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Resolution 30720 directs SPU to provide recommendations for non-rate incentives (regulatory
and stewardship incentives such as technical assistance), rate incentives, rate design (cost
allocation, rate structure) and billing system requlrements The resolution specifies that the rate
design portion of the assessment address:

e Waterfront property fees
¢ Houseboat/pier fees _
e Drainage fees to partially cover costs of combined sewer overflows

e A tiered or otherwise varied residential rate structure.

e Rate'incentives for commercial and residential ratepayers installing qualified flow and water .

quallty mitigation technologies on their properties.
. ngh_t-of-way services and fees

e Revisions to current cost allocation structure.

The Council established intermediate steps in this process, the first of which was for SPU to
_provide by June 30, 2005, an analysis to the Council that would present options and
recommendations on drainage cost allocation and rate structure alternatives, and both rate and
non-rate incentives for customers to cost effectively manage stormwater runoff from their
properties. This analysis was transmitted to the Council on July 11, 2005.

Based on feedback from the Mayor and Council on the 2005 analysis, the Executive further
refined its recomniendations for drainage rates and incentive options. The Executive expects to
present final recommendations (“2006 Drainage Rate and Incentive Methodologles Report”) in
the summer of 2006.

- We expect to recommend a phased approach to implementing these changes. The drainage rates
proposed in this rate study are “maintenance rates” to cover changes in the 2007 revenue
requirement, but do not include any of the proposed changes to rate allocation or design
methodologies. In 2008, we expect to be able to implement the recommended cost allocation
and rate design changes and certain non-rate incentive programs. In 2009, SPU expects to be in
a position to fully implement the drainage rate credit program.

Operating and capital expenses for 2007 do include some minor funding to for preparatory work

on these reform initiatives, as presented in the “2006 Drainage Rate and Incentive Methodologies
Report.” Table V-5 below summarizes these expenses.

2007 Drainage Rate Proﬁosal : Rate Design ' h . V-4 -



Attachment 1 to Fiscal Note — SPU 2007 Drainage Rate Study

Table V-5

Proposed 2007 Expense for the New Drainage Rate Design and Incentives |

Description

2007 Proposed

Operating and Maintenance Expense
Stewardship, Technical Assistance, and
Partnership Program

~ Drainage Rate Billing Data Management

Capital Expense
Non-Rate Incentives; Rain Catcher Program

Data Development and Management

Costs include program development, marlieting, educational
materials, workshops training sessions, and a suite of subsidized
products for customers. Also includes technical assistance in
support of stewardship program.

Program management for the development of drainage customer
data requirements, billing system modifications(on King County
system), and increased King County administration fee.

Implementation of customer-based strategies throughout largeted
basins to achieve flow reductions goals. -

Development of new customer billing database and rate credit data
tracking/management system. :

256,000

170,000

200,000

1,100,000,

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal

‘Rate Design



Attachment 1 to Fiscal Note

APPENDIX A — COMPARATIVE RATES

\

Bellevue, Portland, Tacoma, Olympla and Everett contributed information on their drainage fee
structures and rates to support bill comparisons for single-family residential and heavy industrial
properties. All of the cities provided information for 2006. Preliminary estimates of 2007 rates
were provided by Portland and Tacoma. Estimated rates for 2007 for Bellevue, Olympia, and
Everett are not yet available.

Drainage fee structures vary from city to city. Portland, Olympia, and Everett charge the same
drainage fee for all single-family residential parcels, as does Seattle. Bellevue and Tacoma’s
drainage fees vary by single-family residential parcel size. Consequently, average parcel size
information was collected from Bellevue (11,000 sq ft.) and Tacoma (6,500 sq ft.) and used in
calculation of average bills.

Figure A-1

Monthly Drainage Bill Comparison
Single Family Residence

Portland

Bellevue

| 2006
2007

Everett

Olympia

$0.00 $2.00 $4.00 $6.00 ° $8.00 $10.00 $12.00 $14.00 $16.00

Commercial drainage fees for the cities in this comparison are based on impervious surface and
parcel area. Olympia’s drainage fees also vary depending on when the parcel was developed (the
comparison assumes an average of the development date categories). Tacoma has a separate
drainage fee structure for waterfront or direct discharge parcels, which is not included in this
comparison. Everett is not included because its commercial drainage fees are based on water
usage and therefore not comparable.

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal Appendices , A-1 @



Attachment 1 to Fiscal Note

Figure A-2

]

’ Monthly Drainage Bill Comparison
Heavy Industrial (1 acre parcel)

Portland

Seattle
. = 2006
Ol ia
ymp ) 2007
Tacoma
Bellevue

$000  $5000  $10000  $150.00  $200.00

$250.00
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APPENDIX C— DWF COST ASSIGNMENT DETAIL

Drainage and Wastewater Cost Assignment Methodology

SPU conducted its last review of DWF cost assignment factors in 2003, using 2002 actual data.
Those factors were used to determine the 2004 drainage cost of service and the wastewater
system cost of service for 2004 through 2006. To maintain consistency, these same factors were
applied when subsequently setting 2005 and 2006 drainage rates.

The current rate study uses the methodology described below for assigning operating expenses
between drainage and wastewater lines of business. The cost assignment methodology is
consistent with that of the 2004 through 2006 rate studies. The current rate study uses 2005
actual labor expense as the basis for labor related cost splits. Consistent use of actual expense
over time helps to minimize errors in cost assignment resultlng from variations between actual
and budgeted spendmg

DWF Operating Expenses are grouped into three categories:

1) Direct Operating Expense;
2) Branch and Division Administration; and
3) General and Administrative Expense.

Direct Operatiﬁg Expense

Some expenses are assigned 100 percent to the applicable line of business (e.g., wastewater
treatment and drainage billing administration). The majority of shared direct operating expenses
are assigned based on actual direct labor expenses of an identified proxy. For example, most
regulatory direct operating expense is related to watér quality and combined sewer overflow

(CSO) issues. Therefore, these activities are assigned based on actual direct labor expense for a

subset of water quality and CSO-related capital and operating activities. The use of a

programmatic proxy is useful in capturing any shifts in the focus of regulatory support over time.

Management estimates are used to identify the cost assignment factors for a limited number of
activities. The bulk of activities using management estimates is related to billing and customer
service activities. SPU is responsible for wastewater billing and for drainage and wastewater
customer service.! Management estimates are used to identify labor effort associated with the
support of each line of business for a targeted subset of customer service budgeted activities.

4

Branch and Division Administratioﬁ

With the exception of the Engineering Services Branch, the cost assignment of all division
general management expense is based on the sum of actual direct labor expenses for direct
operating activities which charge to the division budget. The assignment of branch management
expense is based on the sum of actual direct labor charged to direct operatlng and division
administration activities rolling up to the branch budget.

! King County administers billing for drainage. ‘

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal Appendices C-1
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Administrative expense for the engineering,division is assigned based on actual direct labor
expense charged to capital projects by each division. Engineering branch management expense
is assigned based on the sum of actual direct labor expense charged to capital projects by all
engineering branch divisions.

This methodology creates a direct link between administrative functions and the activities they
support.. In addition, this methodology provides a consistent mechanism for updating
administration cost assignment from year to year in the event that the programmatic focus of a
particular branch or division changes. : :

General and Administrative Expense

Finance and Administration Branch expense is assigned based on the sum of actual direct labor
expense for all direct operating and branch/division administrative activities which charge to the
DWEF budget.

Cost Assignment Factor

The DWF total operating budget for each operating activity is divided between the wastewater
and drainage lines of business using the cost assignment factors in Table C-1. These factors
represent the typical amount of support provided to each line of business in carrying out a
specific type of activity. For example, the “Field Ops OH” factor assumes that the general
management of field operations is rélated to drainage services about 45 percent of the time and to
wastewater services about 55 percent of the time. Therefore, drainage and wastewater each
receive their proportional shares of the activities assigned this factor.

Table C-1 (on the following page) presents detail on the applicability, basis, and drainage
expense share associated with each cost assignment factor. The fourth column in this table
shows the percentages which were applied in prior rate studies. The final column presents
revisions to these factors, where applicable, based on 2005 direct labor data.

The application of the revised cost assignment factors increases the drainage share of DWF pre-
existing O&M by $2.3 million, and reduces the wastewater share by a corresponding amount. -
SPU policy regarding intra-fund (Solid Waste, Drainage and Wastewater, Water) expense
assignment provides for a maximum annual change of $1 million in assigned expense per fund.
Any change in excess of this amount is carried forward to the next year(s). This policy assists in
smoothing budgetary impacts of significant cost assignment shifts which may be the result of
temporary spending anomalies. SPU recommends applying this same policy to revisions in cost
assignment between drainage and wastewater. Therefore, this rate proposal assumes that $1
million of the total $2.3 million change will be applied in 2007. The additional $1.3 million will
be netted against other cost assignment revisions in 2008.

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal Appendices c-2

ciry
\CLEF'



£0

sao1puaddy

[psodo.d a1y a3vuwa( £0OT

%65 uonensUIWpE UOISIAL(] suoliesad( d13ajens suoneradQ piotd 0S 0d
o 4 uOIjeL)SIUTUIPE
%9y UOISIAI(] 191eMa)Sep\ pue adeurei(] suonetadQ piatg Maod
%Sh %€ 100e] uonensiuiwpe youelg suoneredQ praig HO sdo pioid
i i WO 15311 uoisiAlg/yduely $00T T ) ) )
. . ouoads Apnn . *219 “uawageusl
/001 %001 3t e Jejemunio)s ‘rredas aSeurelp se yons $a01A3as afeurelp 30211(] a
%58 %89 10qe7] d1D 19211 uoIsial( 00T Tome s P NEINE!
° ° : e uorsiai(] yoddng Sunssurdus s301A10g SuLssuISuy
%¢£6 %05 J0QeT d1D 19211(J UQISIAL(T SO0T UONENSIUTWIPE UOISIAI(] SULISAUIFUY SIOIAISS SULISAUISUY K
%59 %09 10qe T dIO 10211 UoIsIAlg moo,N UONENSIUIWIPE UOISIAL( JUSWIFeUBA uoonnsuo) JuLssuidug WO s4
%88 %8S 10qe7] d1D 10211 yduely S00T * UoNBNSIUTWIPE Youelg SOIAISS Suldouisug|  HO youelg SH
_ “MIIARY :
%ls %65 109119341 1D 5002 jNuuag uSisa(q sdio) pue “4ipar) yipo uawaieuew 1) dio
: ~ - saniapse uiuueld [euoiSal [BJUSWUOIIAUD
] : pajui] pue (Kiiqeurelsng 2 ouaog) Sutuueld pooyioqysiou
SoLrep soueA ‘ba1 10qe] Jo *150 -afeurw ‘SOMIAIIOR QOIAIS JIUIOISND JOAIP [[B JOJ Pas() "SsauIsnq Juswageuey
Jo aurj yoes Joj parmbai poddns Jo sajewInss yuswaIeuew
: Uo paseq J03oe,] "I0JedIpul JBLLII[E OU YIIM SANIALIOY _
%L %8 10qeT 7O 19211(J UOISIAL(Y SO00T "UOIRIISTUTWIPE UOISIAL(T JIPNY 39IAI3S JAWOISN)HO SAS ANN[) SO
.t . HO ssuodsay
%S %t J0qeT N0 1991(] UOISIAKJ 00| ‘UOTIBNSIUTIIPE UOISIAL(] asuodsay] Jawo)sn)) I91AIIS ISWOISN)) IoWOISNS SO
° 0 10987 “UOTJRIISIUTWIPR YOURIE 201AID BEo‘ sn ouel
Y%t 14 N0 19911(] UOISIAIC/YOURIE 00T hensiuiupe youeld a31Alag IS0 HO yduedq SO
%1 %l 10qeTT NZ2O 19211(J UOISIAL( S00T “UOLJBIISTUTWIPE UOISIAL(] JIPNY 9JIAIIS ISWOISNT) HO 1pny SO
PISIAY Juipsey siseq Ayiqednddy 10338y
-1ByS -daeqs :
Jdeurelq | a8eurvaqg

s10)de g uﬁoaﬂwmma 3s0D AMAd

| QORI DLAR

GLER

6Ty




»O

saopuaddy

[psodo.d 10y 23vut4q L0O7

u:cowom :E._w_m S00tT

YLV Y144 JuiJei(] SID Jamag ApIS pue 10BNUOD 1IMIS IPIS AdA 19MagaPIg
*013 ‘9oUBUDJUIBW UOTIR]S
%0 %0 . . S
dumd 9usunean Ja1emalsem Se Jons SIDIAIIS JJEMI)SEM 10911
) %66 -JoqeT IN290 19211 -S,UoISIAL( SO0 onensiuipy
%6 766 9 & 'a tee 00z UOISIAIP SIOIAISG AJIUNWWO)) b:Em:_Sm:w 29 OUIIIS HOSOSS
YobL " %18 10qe] N0 19311 Youelq 00T "uonelsiuiWpy youelg Aijiqeutelsng 2 US| HO youeld SS
° ) loge D2II(] S,UOISIAL uonenstuiipy ue
%65 %lL9 qe’] N7 O 19311 S,uolsiAlg ¢00¢ UOISIALQ SuIuUe]] 20M0s3Y AN[IGRUIEISHS 29 UG HO ue[d SS
) 104ET O 291AlSS 19211 . -SaNIALIOR -
%65 %8L Suiuue]q 221n0s3Y $00T “0S€ ‘€£€ ‘01€ ; , - uone[n3ay
: : oddns [eo1uyo9)/911USIIS pUB [BJUSUIUCHAUD [BISUD :
surei3oid 103 10GeT dID 10311 S00T HOFKNS [EOITRR)/P LSS PIE 121 T ! o
‘A[oAanaadsal sanuaaal Sunerado
[9POIAL IPPOIN Jopow sajes| pue sjuswaainbail Suipuads J10) 1589910] UO paseq [Spow SRl [2PON
ayl Aq Aynn yoes I0j PIBNOed 248 SIXE) PUB 3DIAIIS 1q3(]
(rv) iogey ‘poddns suoouny UOIBNSIUIWPE pUB IOUBUIL] AU} JBLj) SOIJIAIOR
%9t °%0p 3 Ioj asuadxa J0qe| 199p "9°1) JOJOR} JOJ SISEq O} SI9Jal Joqe] ioge
W0 1311 v4-U0U [EmaV £002 ‘sasuadxa ASojour59) UOIJBULIOJUI “S30JNOS31 UBINY ‘Q0UBUI]
pasiady | oulpeseq siseq Ayiqednddy 1opeq
-o1eys -a1eys
adeureaq | s8eumea(g

(7u0d) 1-D9qeL

CLERK




Tables C-2 and C3 present the drainage and wastewater shares of proposed 2007 DWF operating
expense. Operating expense includes wastewater treatment expense, pre-existing non-treatment
O&M (administrative, field maintenance, programmatic), proposed O&M additions (See Sectlon
ITI-Revenue Requirements), debt service and revenue tax expense.

The rate model calculates proposed wastewater treatment expense, taxes, debt service, and G&A
credit (part of non-treatment O&M) for each line of business based on various inputs (CIP
spending, wastewater volumes, total revenues, etc.). The sum of proposed O&M additions is
assigned directly to the applicable line of business. All other non-treatment O&M expense is
assumed to equal the 2006 Revised Budget, inflated by 2.5%.

Table C-2 summarizes each line of business’ share of éxpense by component. Table C3 provides

cost assignment detail by activity.

Table C-2
DWF Proposed 2007 Operating Expenditures

A 2007
| (8's millions) D WW Total
Treatment , 99.9 99.9
o&M 19.1 24.7 43.8
Taxes & Debt Service 18.4 32.6 51.0
Total 375 157.1 194.7

This proposal assumes 2007 drainage and wastewater operating expenses of $194.7 million.
Drainage-related expenses are expected to account for approximately 19% of total proposed
2007 expenditures. Wastewater treatment payments are the single largest DWF operating
expense, accounting for 51% of DWF’s 2007 proposed expenditures.

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal Appendices C-5 @
' ' CLERK



9-D . saotpuaddy [vsodoad aipy a3vuw(J /007
LTz'es 99°0s §95° %$6 %S  HO3suodsay oumisnd §) -asuodsoy sowoisn) 30iAIRg LWOISN) . ONINIVYL L6IOVEN
080'65C 8L0'LET 200'z1 %$6 %S  HOasuodsny mwoisn) §O asuodsoy sowoisny 01125 LWOISN) INTWIOVNVW TVNENAD . 9610VEN
THsoe 01+'062 oLy %S6 %S  HOsuodsyy muwosn) § asuodsay sBwoisny 301A13§ BUIOISND ISNIdXA TVHINID S610VEN
986'l . 6561 Lz %66 %l HOMPRY SO Sununoooy 7 1PNy 301Isg LUIOISND TANNOSHEd 6610EEN
6LT'T 8T’ 1€ %66 %l HOupPOV SD Sununoooy PNV T 0BG LDWOISRD - AL3dVS 8610£EN
pSI's v80'S oL %66 %l HOMPNY SO Sununoooy 2 wpny 91125 BWOISND ONINIVYL LE1OSEN
6€T'Sy 7'ty v19 %66 %l HO PNV SO Sununoooy 2 1PNy | 30wmIsg WOISN) INTWIOVNVIN TVYENTD 9610€EN
8LEL 8LTL 001 %66 %l * HOMPIV O Sununoooy % ypny 3014135 JowI0ISN) ISNZJXF TVHINID S610EEN
S EReT e Cooiaden v caE e E O Citionl oo oo VODENSHINpY unisaiq)
(000'9vz (990'9€1)  (v€6'601)  %SS %Sy HO 540 ptd weidoy - UPaID VO MQ-135440 OFULAA 4NOFT AAVEH 901016N
787502 TS0 - %001 %0 : s uogeadQ 21eM suogeidQ potd HOLVdSIA/SNOLLYIINNWNOD SOLTSON
¥79'8 1oL'sy vT6'9€ %SS  %SY - HO sdO ppatd uopesswIwIpy youelg suopendQ piotd _ SNOILLV¥3dO 209019N
TwEse 80Z'1Z SEILl %S  %SY HO 54O P13 uonEISIUNIPY youelg suopeidg ppRld  NIWAV/STUNAIOOUL/AINTIONSNYId . 109019N
$65°0€ w691 uy'el %SS %St - HO sd0 PPN uomeRSIIWPY Yourlg suonendg piatd SSINAFITUd "DYINI-YLISVSIA W0KOI9N
8ss'y 1zs'c LEO'T %SS %St HO sdo pPtd uoneRSIIPY Youelg swonessdQ pjory TANNOSY3d 661019N
bLS'T vay'l 0s1'l %SS %St HO 540 PIPY UORENSIUIUPY YourRIg suonexndo ppatd ALTAVS 861019N
9£5°0z 6511 LLI'6 %S %t - HOsdOPpRY UORERSIIWPY Yourlg suonendo pratd ONINIVYL L61019N
£8Y'S6. £18'7S 0Lty %SS %St HOSIOPP  uomenswmpy youeig suogeind( ppord INIWIOVNVI TVHINID 961019N
965'1S 66S'8T 8SOET %SS %St HO sdO PIH uonessiUILIPY Yourlg suopenndp pptd ISNIdX3 TVHINTD S61019N
180'1 865 €8y %S %Sy HO sdO P uonenSIUIIpY Yourig suonenndp ppatd 1¥04dNS INTNLYVAIA ¥61019N
188 92z ¥§9 %9T  %hL HO Youeg Ny uonenswpy youelg  Juswageueiy 20mossy ALEAVS 86101SN
oLi't 10¢ o8 %9T %L HO Woueig Wi uonensTWpY Youelg  jusuwaSeueiy amossy : ONINIVL L6101SN
08’01l 08v'8T 06£'78 %9T WL HO Wuesg Wy uonessUIWPY Youelg  JuswsSeury 0mosyy INSWEDVNVIN TVHENED 96101SN
8LS'SE 6E1'6 6£v'9T %9T Wbt HOWURIg W ° uonensummpy gouerg  jusuinSeueiy Jamossy ISNIIXT TVHINID S6101SN
0€S'€ ozy ol'e %Il %s8 HO Yueig 3 uoRENSIUIPY Gowelg sous Suseuidug TINNOSHEd 66101VN
$08'l siz. 685°1 %Zl %88 HO wu=ig S3 UoNeASIIIIPY Yourlg saoug Suusoudug ) ALZAVS 86101VN
L8TL L98 0TY'9 %Tl %88 HO Yue:g 3 uopensIUpY Gouelg . S30MARG Suusourdug - . ONINIVAL =~ L6I0IPN
000'LE1 967°91 +oL'0z1 %tl %88 HO poueig 3 uonRASIIIIPY Yourlg 0w SupomBug INIWEOVNVIN TVIINID 96101¥N
€L0°59 ovL'L TEELS %Il %88 HOWURg ST . Uopensmuwpy puelg  s90Lusg SuusoutSug dSNEdXE TVHENID S6101VN
ov¥'8 +00'1 9Ev'L %Il %8s . HO Woreig S5 UOREASIUUIPY Gourlg saoussg SupsourSuyg 1404dNS INTWLAVAIA v6101VN
$00°'L L9 wt %LE % HOWURIgSD . UORENSTIIWpY yowelg 3011g 13W0ISND TINNOSHId 66101EN
269 665'C. £6 %6 %E HO wueig SO UONENSIUIPY Yourlg 301G LWOISHD : ALIAVS 86101EN
€966 819 Sve %6 %E . HOWwumgSD uonensILIPY Yoursg 01128 19W0ISND ONINIVL L610IEN
wr'zel 918'8l 959'9 %L6  %E HO youeig SO uoneRSIUIIPY youelg 301125 PWOISHY INTIWIOVNVW TVHENID  96101EN
$9L°89 L8£'99 8LE'T %L6  %E HO Wueig §3 "onRISIUIIPY Yourlg 301MI2g 1BUIOISNY ISNIdXT TVHINID S6I0IEN
SHL'T 1597~ s6 %L6  %E HO Youmig 5O uonensIUIWpY youelg 20JA135 BWOISN) 140ddNS INENLYVAIa P6I0IEN
e e e i i s e e LU O S S S s e T S LA o A . . UODEUSIIUIPY qauerg)
0] LOSMM L0Sd  %MM  %d HOLOVA NOLLJNOS3d NOLLJRIDSAd NOLLI¥DSId ALIALLDV ALIALLDV

TV.LOL £00T ) INTWNIISSY 1S0D WV3D0ud 4NS ’ KRVIDOUd

. Ananov £q soamypuadxyg Sunesedq L0z pasodoid AMA
€D 9Iqe],

CITY

CLER



1D sao1puaddy [psodoadq a1vy a3vu(q 007
LIL'SS 82T £L8°TE %ly  %6S . 0sod suonendQ sidxeng suonessdQ ppory ONLLSVOTHOd ¥ "ATd ADALVYLS tOEOLIN
688'€Z1 S6L'0S S60°EL %lp  %6S 0s 04 suoneszdQ a18aens suonetadQ piorg ONLLYOdTE LNOW % HOAVASTE £0£0LIN
LOV'TLT e 95L°091 %Iy %6S 0S 0d suogeiad( ai8areng suoneiadQ pjori "QI002 dID “TNATHIS “ONINNV'Id Z0£0L9N
SLY'16 $0S°LE 0L6°€S %Iy %65 0s od suonesadQ sidaeng suonetsdg pjard INTWIOVNVIN 2 NINAV SWIN 10£0L9N
cIg0l - Ty $80°9 %Iy %68 0Ss 04 suopendQ sidxeng suoneradQ ppord TANNOSYAd _ 6610L9N
s81‘9 9£6°T 6+9'€ %Iy %6S 0S 0d suonesadQ a18aeng suonessdQ pietg AL3dvS S610LON
el 950's 9LT'L %Iy  %6S 0S 04 suonesndg aSnens suoneisdQ ppeid ONINIVYL L610LIN
9v6°€S 81T 878'1€ %Iy %6S 0S 04 suoneiadQ ai8aens suonendQ pRLd INIWAOVNVIN TVHINID 9610L9N
96L'Th 9 LI 05T'sT %1y %6S .0S 04 suoneiad() J1arens suogeisdQ piery ISNAIXT TVHINID $610£9N
101°L 116'T 681 %y %65 0S 04 suonesady s18areng suogressdQ piatd * 140ddNS INFWLAVdIa ¥610L9IN
LLL'S6L 0LTEY SLO'E9E %YS  %IY Mmmd od 11eM3ISEN 79 9Teurel( suoneredQ pjotg 14904dNS Q1L TVIIAND 1090Z9N
610°011 178'65 961°0§ %YS %9 MMd 04 mlemalsep ¥ aSeurerq suonessdQ pjerg TANNOSYAd 661079N
970°68% L06°S9T 611°€TT %PS %I MMmdod memaisepm ¥ sSeurerq suonedQ prert ~ ALdVS 861079N -
650°1EY 88E°PET 2L9'961 %S %9 . MMaoid 1emaisep  oeureiq suogeadQ ppetg ONINIVYL L610Z9N
L9E°€86 POLYES £99'8HY %YS %9 - *MMA 0d Iemsen ¥ aSeurelq suogeiadQ pjatd _ INTWIOVNVIN TVIINAD _ 9610Z9N
L61°L6E SL6'SIT st %bs %9y " MMd 0d 1jemasep ¥ sdeurerq suoneradQ pjstd ISNIJXT TVYINID S61079N
06'9€ 990°07 LE8'91 %PS %IV . Mmmd od mlemasem 3 sfeurerq suonessdQ pperg L1404dNS INTINLYVIIA $61079N
71882 L10°€6 S6L'SE1 %ib %65 HO veld Y Sutuueld 20mosyy luswoBeuvjy 3mosoy 140d4dNS ONINNVH M¥d 106095N
116'FT Lzi‘ol v8L'vl %Iy %65 HO weld N Sunejd 2amosoy  JuswieSeuepy 2mossy TANNOSYHAd 66109SN
$s8°T1 9zT's 679'L %Iy %6S HO weld WY Surmued camosoy JudsSewepy 3umossy ALZIVS 86109SN
€TTLS 9T 096°€E %Iy %6S HO ueld W4 Surmuelg somossy juswafewely amossy ONINIVYL L6109SN
6L0'SLY 0SE'+61 67L'€8T %Ib %6 HO ueld W4 Sutuuerd amossy Juswafeueyy 20mosay INIWAOVNVIN TVYINIO 96109SN
08L'sTT $8L°16 966°€E1 %l  %6S HO weld Ny Suueld 2mosyy JusWITEURH 3Mosyy ASNAdXT TVIANAD S6109SN
L88°09 LSLYvT SE19¢ %Iy  %6S HO ueld W4 Suruuepd omossy JuUsHRSEURH 20MOSIY 140d4d0NS INTWNLYVIId ¥6109SN
606°€ 439 LLS'E %8 %26 HOSONY - S20IAISS Ajunwmo)  JuswaSeury 0mosoy TANNOSYAd 6610£SN
8L9 SLS L0T9 %8 %26 HO SO W4 SO AUnWwo)  JusWaSeUe 0mosay ALTAVS 8610ESN
008y LOb £6€'Y %8 %6 HO SO Wy soonag Qunumo)  juswaeuriy 0mosay . DNINIVYL L6I0ESN
vz6'oL 9109 206'¢9 %8 %26 HO SO g soumisg Anuo)  juswaSeuejy 0mossy INAWADVNVIN TVHINID 9610£SN
25689 6¥8°S £01'€9 %8 %6 HO SO W4 SIS NWwo)  JuswaSeusy 0mosay ASNIAIXA TYIINID S610ESN
8€5°E 00§ 8ETE %8 %26 HO SO Wd SVNIBS Qunumio)  Juswadeuey 0mosay LA0ddNS INTWLYVIIA v610ESN
0z6'v €8Sy Leg’ %6 %L HO sAS AN §O swreaf JAS Amon 30LAI0S I2UIOISN)) ) TANNOSYAd 66109EN
S0€°9 £L8'S (4172 %€6 . %L HO sAS Ann SO surea], DAS Amnn 301G LWOISN) ALTAVS 86109EN
£50°97 85T 98L'1 %€6 %L HO saS A&niBn SO surea] DAS Amon 301A13G 12WOIST)) ONINIVYL L6I09EN
SLE'TL £1¥'L9 96t %€E6 %L HO sas &pn SO swesa] JAS Ann 20IAIDG JOWOISND INTWIOVNVIN TVHANID 96109EN
$01'09 £86'SS FAN %6 %L HO sas Annn $2 swreal DAS Amon IAISS IDWOISTD) ASNAIXA TVYINID S6109EN
$60°T 156°1 24! %E6 %L HO sAS 180 SO surea] DAS AMon 301A12G 1DWOIST) 1404dNS INTWLEVIId Y6109EN
6507 £98'¢C 961 %$6 %S HO ssuodsoy Lwosn) §) - asuodsay 1awoysn) 0IAISG IIUOISTY) AL3IVS 8610¥EN
[T%) LOSMM L0sa %MM  %d RGYRIZ NOILAINDSAd NOLLAI¥OSAa NOLLINOSAA ALIALLDY ALIALLDV

1VIOL L00T INAWNDISSY 150D NVYO0dd -

WVYD0dd 408 °

(7u0d) €-D3Iqe L




8D sao1puaddy [vsodo.ad 210y a3vuwa(T /007
6v1°TIl 1°THl - %001 %0 S SmopW NIALS DUOISN) ONLLSAL YFLAN 10F0SEN
049°'s€ 0b9°'sE - %001 %0 S Suuma 1A 13ioISN)) TINNOSYId 6610SEN
$L9'61 SLY'61 - %001 %0 S SuuPW 0IAIS ISWOISN) ALALVS 8610SEN
X rad £8T°C1 - %001 %0 S Suuae N 01AIG 1oWOISN) ONINIVYL L610SEN
996°611 996611 - %001 %0 S SuLe ARG pwoISN) INAWIOVNVIA TVHINID 9610SEN
¥8Y'651 v8b'651 - %001 %0 S Supae WVIAG BWOISN) ASNAJIXT TVHANAD S610SEN
9%9's 99's - %001 %0 S asuodsay BwoIsn) 301A19S 15WOISND) _AAOUNI ADIAYAS ¥ ATANNS - 10SOVEN
6£9°€HT 6£9°€HT - %001 %0 S asuodsay Jowoisn) 20IA1DS L5WOISND) dSTHAOD ¥ AAI $SID0Ud 10¥0VEN
€9Z'051 wsLTwi £IS°L %56 %S - swsFeuepy asuodsay LBuoIsn) 201A13G IJWOISN)) YALNAD NI-TTVM ZOEOPEN
ST9'S6I‘T rPR'SEl'l 18L°6S %S6 %S 1waws3euepy asuodsay somoisn) 011G 13WOISN) WALNID TIVD 10E0VEN
6L8'69 6L8°69 - %001 %0 ’ S Sununoxay ¥ upny ARG BWOISN) DONLINNOJDV SEND £0FOEEN
P9E°LIL S6v' L - 898'S %S$6 %S wawsSewey _ Sununoxoy 3 upny 201AIDS 19WOIST) L1ATd0 ALITILN OVOSEN

*000°50Z 000502 - %001 %0 S Sununosoy @ wpny 301AIDG J2WOISN) suug 10V0EEN
186°9%1 185°901 - %001 %0 S Sununocooy 7 Hpny 0IAIG BWOISND TVLLNAQISTY-NON TOE0EEN
viv'se y1v's6 - %001 %0 S Supunoooy  Hpny 30UIS 1aWoISN) * TVLLNAAISTH 10£0£EN
96S°9LT' 1 96S'9LT'1 - %001 %0 S saNd NS 1PWOISN) SNOLLVY3dO £0E0ZEN
ove (1143 - %001 %0 S s4nd 011G 13WOISN) 140ddNS YAI TO£0ZEN
AN yLI*E - %001 %0 S sdnd 01AIRS oUIOISN) ONINIVYL "L610ZEN
LI'9L LTY'9L - %001 %0 S : (gle] ARG 19UWOISN) INTWIOVNVIN TVEINID 9610ZEN
96%°€91 89198 8TELL %ES  %L¥ T 1amaspIs ASojouyao], uonEULIOJE] UOHENSIGIWPY P SOUEUL] MM-SID ONLLI VYA JIMIS IAIS " YOLIPIN
PSt'66 T6L'8Y 79905 %6F  %IS : d UERUL] UONENSIUIWPY 7 J0UBUL] LNAWIDOVNVIN dID YOPOZZN
608'v9C - 60897 %0 %001 a UIIPY YO S0 2PWO s101q  LNID AYLNIANI TIOHSIVIN ANTEIVIN 6090 1IN
1€8'011 - 1£8°011 %0 %001 a foijod aBxeng PO sonang ONINNVd VUM LO9OEIN
£00°661 . - £00°661 %0 %001 a £Korjog d13aeng PO sopand  HOUVASTWIOTIAIA ADILVULS VST 9090€IN
68L'T95°T LIS ISL [ tail] %YL  %9T ISPON soxe]  sosuadxy (1l 4§ AMd - SIXVL SALVIS T0T0LON
08£'196'€T  60T°861°61 6E6°LLLY %08  %0T 1SPON soxe]  sasuadxq [RRUSD N14S AMa- 0%4 ALID T010LON
wi'voy - wivoy %0 %001 a OmIW -dAg penuo) sofely  sasuadxd [eI9usD NdS 204 wwpy sSeurerq 801090N
00£°€S - 00g'€S %0 %001 d OomoW -oag peRuo) tofely  sasuadxy [eauan IS adda - D0 LNIINI ALVLS ‘NIVid LOT1090N
0SL'EL6 00T'€1S 055°09% %S  %Lly IDMISIPIS NI - 9AS WeRUO) fofely  sasuadxg [R1SUSD NS MM - LOVILNOD ¥IMAIS IdIS N'10d £01090N
96v LYY 96v'LiY - %001 %0 S omoW -dagwenuod lofepy  sosuadxy [ NS SIA YIMIS NVEENGNS MS OL SLINAd Z01090N
1IET1666  11£T16'66 - %001 %0 S OnoW -9A§ wenuo) sofepy  sosuadxq feiausH (1d4S SINAWAV LYOd/IN/O0ULAN 101090N
89437 39t°8CL - %001 %0 S Wenuo) - g Pehuo) lofey  sesuIdXT [BIUID 4S MM - LINd YOLOVHEINOD 1dV 10¥0SON
8€L0S 8€L°0S - %001 %0 S ssuadxg [ewousn  sosuadxg [essusH 14S sjwswked-g 117010N
SIF'8L 907'6€ 90T'6€ %0S  %0€ . ymwsSeuey aswodxg [eousn  sasuadxy [e19U3D) 4SS LHDISYAAO STLLITLLA TIDONNOD 900 10N

- - S asuadxg ewuag  sasuadxy [eousn (14S 13102 Juswked Anjnn SO¥010N

e R Pl AR N T N T

L8S'8 126'€ £90°S %ly %68 0S 01 suonead() a13steng suoneadQ Pt INLLSVITIOARJTIATA ADTLVILS-MMA v1E0LIN
m LOSMM Losa %MM  %d WOLOVA NOLLIIIOS3ad NOLLIRIDSAA NOLLJIYJSAd ALIALLDV ALIALLDV.
- TTVLOL L00T ANTNNOISSY LSOO WVY904d 9nS

(7u0d) €-D 3qe],

WVHD0ud



(7u0d) ¢-)9qe L

6D saoipuaddy [psodo. g 310y 230U /007
N \ﬂ/:d . -

- - - %001 %0 S SuusouiSug sem  s0jA19g SuusourSug INTFWIDVNVIN TVIENID 9610LYN

- - - %001 %0 S SunsowBug Lrem saowag Suusourug - ASNAdX3 TVYINID S6LOLYN

- - - %001 %0 S Suusowrduy LM s301ARS Suusoutuy 140d4dNS INFWLAV4Id $610LYN

- - - %0 %001 d MS % oremaisepeSeung s301Aag BuusomiSug WVID0dd IAITSANVT Z00ESEN

- - - %0 %001 a MS ¥ esaseppfeung ssowsg SuusourSug WVYD0Yd IDVNIVEA LOdS 1001SYN

- - - %ES  %LY 1MIG3PIS  MS B Iemaisep pleuLg s301195 Suuseurdugy- NOLLVNIQY0O0D 43IM3S IAIS 60E0SYN

- - - %0 %001 CTMMA ST MS % emsisep pdeuuqg sao1sg SuusouiSuy ONRITANIONT M TVYINID 90£0SPN

- - - %0 %001 MMA ST MS ¥ wiesdsempdeuug s301A1ag SuusoutSug DNINIVYL L610SYN

- - - %0 %001 MMA ST MS P aremaseppieuuqg sa012g SuusewiSuy AINIWIDOVNVIN TVHINID 9610S¥N

- - - %0 %001 MMA ST MS % sremaisep pieuug sa01AmRg SuusourSug ISNAIXT TVYINID - S610SEN

sl 81T [Sxal %S1 %8 - © sdsd uoddng Suusourdug s30URg Suusoutuy SAIANLS ATAUNS PIEOEPN

89¢° 1t $0T'9 91°s¢ %S1 %S8 sqs3 uoddng Suusowr3uy s301A15g BuusemBuy $J9dS QUVANVLS EIE0EYN

266'6C 66+t £64°ST %S1 %$8 e o | Hoddng SuusowSuy s201A13§ Suuouduy SNVId I VANVLS TILOEPN

L8 el otv'L %S1 %58 sasa uoddng Sunsouifuy  s01AS Juusourduy - NOLLVLNAWNNOW 80€E0EPN

$08°c1 1L0'T yEL'LT %S1 %S8 - sasd uoddng Suusourug s301ALag Sunsaurdug LINVA/SQI00TE ONRIFANIONT 90£0EPN

1£€°6C 0¥t L6V %S 1 %58 . sasq uoddng SuusowSugy s3olatag SuusowiSuy ASVHIUN TVLIEVD 6320EFPN

LI9'Y . €69 yT6'€ %S 1 %S8 sS4 84 Hoddng Suusouidugy $201A15§ SuLssutiuy TANNOSYHAd 6610EPN

£61°s 6L viv'y %St %S$8 sa 83 yoddng SuusowSug s1a1g Suusoutdug ALA4VS 8610EPN

81v'vL €911 957'€9 %S 1 %S8 sas3 uoddng Supsourdug $201A15§ Suusousduy DNINIVYL LET0EYN

628°S8C yL8'TY $S6'THT %S %S8 sis3 uoddng SuusoutSugy sso1lag SutsourSug INAWADVNVIN TVEINAD 9610£YN

681'8L 8TL11 19%°99 %S1 %S$8 sasd uoddng SuusourSug sa0iA1ag SuusourSug ASNAIXT TVIINID S610SYN

Wy 99 9L¢ %S1 %58 sas3 uoddng SuusowSuy s3ow1ag Suussurdug 1404dNS INTFWLYVdIa $610EPN

ol - oi %0 %001 a wuwadeuep LoNINOSuoD $301A13§ Suusourduy NOLLVOILSIANI FATTSANVT 10£0TYN

090'L1 106's 09111 %SE . %S9 . WO S3  IuawoSeuspy uonsnasuo) s0iAng SuusourSug TANNOSHAd 6610TPN

075°'99 L00°€T cis'sy %SE %S9 WOSs3 wwaSeue uononasuo) saowatag SuusourSug ALTAVS 8610ZFN

6EL'€9 SH0'TT £69°11 %SE %S9 WOSH  iuswsSewepy uononysuo) s301asag SuusourSug , DONINIVIL L610TPN

v69'L91 00085 ¥69°601 %SE %S9 WOS3  wswaFeusjy uonsnnsuo) saowang SupsourSug INTWADYNVI TVHINID 9610ZVN

94844 SS8'6Y 0676 %SE %S9 WNOST  uswoSeue]y UOHONISUOD) soowsg Suuseutug © ASNAdXT TVIINID S610TYN

798'69C 798697 - %001 %0 S swresf DAS Aninn 0L 1IUI0ISND) WIAMIS TAIS 11P09EN

681°PLL [<\TATA v8b'E %86 %L awaSeue suredf, DAS Aninn .30IAIDG 1OWOISN) SNJ 1D0V YOIVIN ATH £0P09EN

" 886°6¥1 686'971 000°€ %86 %I Juswsfeuep swreal DAS AuInn WAL BUWOISN) $ND LOOV TVIDYAWIWO0D Z0V09EN

60€'L81 60€"L81 - %001 %0 S sweal DAS AN IAIS BWOISN) $ND 1DV TVLINIAISTH 10+09¢N

" $R609 $86'09 - %001 %0 S SuumpW VAL LBUIOISH) FONVNILNIVIN ONIaVTH 90Y0SEN

0gE'vi 0EEvl - %001 %0 S Surpy AL IDWOIST) SYALINANS YIMTS avTd SOFOSEN

£79'62S £29°67S - %001 %0 S Suumpp 0VIAIDG 1DWOIST) SYALIN AVTd POPOSEN

ze'st r{3 81 - %001 %0 S Suume N 201198 JOWIOISND) SLASTY/STAONTY YAWOLSND £0VOSEN

660'16 660°16 - %001 %0 S Suua IS J9WOISN) MIV4TE YALIN 0FOSEN

(3] LOSMAM L0Sa %MM %A . 4OLDVd NOLLATEDSTA NOLLAIOSAA NOLLAIYISAA ALIALLDV ALIALLDV

TVLOL L00T INAWNDISSY LSOO ~ WVEO0Ud 90S WV¥504d




(7o) £-) dqe ],

0D sao1puaddy [psodoad 210y a80UIAT £ 007
666°SL 000°'8€ 000'8¢ %0$ %06 wawadeue |y Suruueld sumossy juswadeuepy 9amosoy SIS S0919SN
vEL'9L 1989 €L8'6 %lv  %6S uonemSsy Suiuueld omos3y JuswoSeuey samossy  SLSOTI HOAL % FONIIOS TYNUALLXT YO9I9SN
979'c1 L8S°S 6£0°8 %Iy %6S uonem3sy . Suuueld somossy  juswsdeuely 0mosey SLSOTY HOFL ¥ FINTIODS TYNIILNI €0919SN
L6V'PS ez €S1'TE %Iy %65 uogemday Suiuueld somossy juswaSeuely amosay SADIAYAS DHIVIOOLAVD 70919SN
8LL'S6T 69Z'1z1 605 L1 %Ir  %6S uonemday Sunmred somossy juswaSeuely 30mosay ADOTONHOAL ¥ STINTIOS NID 10919SN
SYTLL 0L0°L pLI‘OL %Iy %6S uonemsay Suluueg.somosay  juowoeSeuepy samosey AMQ-1dS HOYVASTU/OLAY VIVd 10€19SN
¥8s'1T 6¥8's seLe %l %68 uonen3ay Suumeld 2amossy  JususeBeuRy 30mosoy AMA-dM/SISATYNV/IVAT 10119SN
£6L6E€ - £6L'6E€ %0 %001 a Suluueyd 2omossy JuswoSeuepy 30mosay TOULNOD ADUNOS HSINVYMNA SO0E9SN
9r9°8S1‘l - 9r9'8S1°1 %0 %001 a Sunuueld somossy juswmSeuepy S0mosyy wresoig Aijend) @1 p 208mg - Z0019SN
P6E°SIS - P6E SIS %0 %001 a Suluue)d somossy  juswaeuey somossy WVYDO0Yd YALVMINYOLS Z0609SN
SSE'8TE SSE'8TE - %001 %0 S Suruueld somossy  JuswaSEUERy 0MOsYy yoddng Suruuejd snemasem $OL09SN
88l 8b8p1 - %001 %0 S Sulmmeld somossy  juomoSeuRy 3mosay SLSFNOTY NOLLYINIOINI £0£09SN

© 65°€9 $65°€9 - %001 %0 S Summed s0mossy  juswaSeuely 30MosIy INFWSSASSY ALIMOVA T0£09SN
1LT'ese 1LT'TSE - %001 %0 S Suluued 20mossy  JuswIEUEHY X d SISATYNV/LdY *NOLLOFTIO) VLva 10£09SN
SH0°S12 - SPO'SIT %0 %001 a SIS Qunuwo)  jwurfeue omosyy  IOVNIVIA - §S ANV OFT TVILYN 6090€SN
901°88 129°L1 S8¥0L S%0T %08 wswseuey SIS funwwo)  jueunfeuey omosdy  $IDANOSTY NV'1d COOHIOFHOIAN YOPOSSN

" 890°L99 - 890°299 %0 %001 - a SIS AW JuswWFEURHy 20mosay WVED0¥d ONAT ALITVND ALm 10V0ESN
. 090°9EY - 090°9¢% %0 %001 a S30lABS Qunuiuo)  JuswaFeuejy amosay ALITVND YALVM FOVIINS OLE0ESN
80L'979 - 80L'979 %0 %001 a sompg Qunuwo)  Juswadeuey 0mossy  NOLLOFASNI ALITVAD dLM JOVHINS 60€0ESN
846'20T - 86707 %0 %001 a SIS funuwo)  JuswWISeuey 2mosdy  TJNVS 2 ONTYOLINOW dLM FOVIINS, 80£0£SN
91's6 - 91s6 %0 %001 a sALS Aunmwo)  JudwsSeuey 2amosoy "ONRIOLINOW SHITID Nvein LOSOSSN
S£0°L81 SIg€l 0TTsLL %L %E6 183 SuusouiSug soups SuussuSug DONIYFANIONT TVYINAD LOSOSFN
806°€01 SLYL £€7'96 %L %£6 189 SuusourSug sa1ag SuuseuiSug MIAIATI NV1d YTHLO 90£08YN
806'€01 SLY'L £€7°96 - %L %E€6 asq SunowBuy SRS Suusm3uy 1M0ddNS ONIHIINIONT add SOE08YN

- - - %001 %0 SuuzouBug $01AL3S Sunzouluy ONNIFINIONE NOISONA0I/dD YOE0SYN

- - - %001 %0 SunsouiBug $201A13 Suusomsug DNIYFINIONT WVA £0E08YN
908's0¢ - 90850 %0 %001 a Suusourdug s G Sunsouidug NOLLDAL0¥d LASSY JIr1dnd T0£08YN
$0T's8 - soT'ss %0 %001 a Suuourdug 2014195 Suussurduy’ WVED0¥d IDVNIVEA 1OdS 10£08YN
979'91 8TT1 86€°SH %L %€6 384 Suusuduy svoag Sunasuriug TANNOSYAd 66108YN
S8b6€ 916'T 695°9¢ %L %E6 484 Sunsoudug s30talag Suusudug A134vS 86108N
E6'LL 9sL'S oLI'TL %L %6 359 Suusumduy sso1Alag Suuseumduy DONINIVIL L6108YN
S8H°018 $98'6S 129'05L %L %€6 459 SunsourBuy $301Alg Suussuidug LNAWADVNVI TVIINTD 961087N
Iv1'v6 £569 881°L8 %L %E£6 is3 BuuaswSug saowg Suuscurduy ASNAIXH TVIANAD S6108YN
wl £8 6£0°1 %L %E6 asd Sunsewdug s201A158 Suusouiduy 140ddNS INFWILYVAId ¥6108YN

- - - %001 %0 SuusourSug 1ajem s301A10g Suuosurduy TANNOSYId 6610LPN

- - - %001 - %0 Suusoutduy arem s01ALag SulsouiSug ALIAVS 8610LYN

- - - %001 %0 Suusurdug wem S301A155 Suusuidugy ONINIVHL: L6LOLYN

) LOSAAM Losa %M %d HOLOVA . NOLLIIIDS3Ia NOLLINDSAd NOLLdTYDSIA ALIALLDV ALIALLDV
AVLOL L00T INAWNOIISSV 150D WVHD0Ud 91S NVE90dd R



D saotpuaddy : jpsodo.q a1y 23vua(T /007

0sL* 1L - 0sL'1L %0 %001 a ssuadyg eomsp  sasusdyg [euan NS ONITAMS 1LITILS STOOPNN

(Lzo'eze'y)  (Tsv'9L0'D) (SLS'TEI'D) %6 %IS T dID werdold - UPAID VD upaI) v¥D LIATID V®D Z01016N
1LE'TOLL IE6'819°C  [PV'E80%  %Lb  %ES PO uawkey fedpuug DBS 193G AMQ- LNAWAV TVIIONDd Z01028N
$90'09Z°'LT  69L°€60°8 £0E°991'6 %Lb  %ES " 1PPON s3] S 1q AMA - INTWAVJ ISTHLLNI T01018N
9b6°'s 8EV'T 805°¢ %Iy %6S uonemSay suoiesadQ sidarens suonedQ pjat4 1404dNS TYIINHOAL $OVOLIN
6£8°T $91°1 SL9'1 %lt %68 uogemday suonead(y d13a1ens suonessdQ piaty ISNOJSTY TIdS LYINZVH £OVOLIN
UYL LY0'E SSEY %It %65 . : uonem3ay suogend ogens suoneiad( patd FONVENSSY ALITVNO ANT LOVOLIN
S98'pi $60'9 - 0LL'8 %y  %6S uonenday suoneradQ a18aeng suogesndQ piatd INTWIADVNVIN AVID0Ud ANT 10V0L9N
1241 - 1Tt %0 %001 a Addng % Aiend) srem suonendQ platg HSVHOUN TVLIVD 68Z199N
6Ti'c . 6l't %0 %001 a Addng 2 L1End) M _suontessdQ piatd TANNOSYAd 661199N
0Ls's - oLs'S %0 %001 a Addng 2 AEnd o2 suonessdQ piatd ALAAVS 861199N
£98'9 - £98°9 %0 %001 a - Addng % Aiend 1em suonerdQ pitd ONINIVYL L61199N
0s8'sl - 0s8'sl %0 %001 a Addng 7 AEnd orem +  suoperd( piatd INTWIDOVNVIN TVEINID 961199N
Le - AVLE . %0 %001 a Aiddng % Lend sarem * suoriadQ pierg ASNAJXT TVHANID S61199N
08¢ - 08¢ %0 %001 a Ajddng % Anpend M suoneiadg patd 130ddNS INTWLIVdad ¥61199N
965"V 965°vE oo %001 %0 S uoneladQ e M suonersdQ patd  TDULOTT-UdTd NIATIA INTFAT MMd 80EESIN

. 6L8'V8 6.8'v8 - %001 %0 'S wogeiad ssrem suoneRdQ piatd IONRILITTI-ONNLNIVIA WVIDOUd mmd LOEESON
pEL'YE PEL'YE - %001 %0 S uoneIadQ 1M suonendQ patd  AYLWATAL-4dTd NIARIA INFAT MMd 80TESIN
£09°'S6 £09°56 - %001 %0 S uoneadQ RrEMm .. suonendQ pi3td YLAWTTAL-ONNINIVIN WVED0dd MMd LOTESIN
01Z°79 01Z'79 T %001 %0 S uonead( srem suonendQ platd DNIWNd-ATVATd NIARIA INIAT mmd THIESON
wo'z9t w091 - %001 %0 * S uoneisdQ w18 m suogessdQ piat]  ONIJWN-ONNLNIVIN WVID0Ud MMa O EESON
$29'L01 125'8S vo1'6y %bS %9¥ ; MMd od uoddng pparg suonendQ pptd INAWIDVNVIN LT 10PZEIN o
“T161 9T161 - %001 %0 S jenaisep 3 28eurelq swonerdg piaty - SYIWOLSND ALID-NON 106079N
051°621 - os1'6z1 %0 %001 a 1ajemaisep % sSeureig suogendQ piatd ~ AL¥3d0¥d NdS - IAVISANV'] Z08079N
Llareal - 90Tl %0 %001 a mem3isep 3 dBeuresq suonesadQ paLy ONIDATIA 108079N
6909 - . +69'09 %0 %001 a Iemaises % ISeurelc suonesadQ piatd WIVdTd IOVNIVIA Z0L0T9N
90T'1L6'1 - . 90TILE'T %0 %001 a Imemaisep % ofeuresg - suopendp pird ONINVITO ADOVNIVIA Z0S0Z9N
vzL'eI1'e YILEIT - %001 %0 S Imemysem % oSeuruqg suonedQ piard DONINVTID Y3LVMALSVM 10S029N
887769 - © 88TY69 %0 %001 a inemaisep % aSeureig seonessdQ patg NOLLDAdSNI IDVNIVIQ Z0Y0T9N
¥86'v0T°1 v86°707°1 - %001 %0 S Jjemaisey 3 aSeurelq suogeszdQ piaty NOLLOZISNI ¥ALVMILSVM 10¥079N
8S1°698  ° 8S1°C98 - %001 %0 S Jjemases % aSeurerq suogesadQ pi3td SNOLLVLS dJNNd NIVINIVWN ~ [0€0Z9N
9€8° 11 - 9¢R'11 %0 %001 a Supmueld aunossy juswaSeuely Jamosy ONIYOLINOW SOYMIA TN ISIM -~ FI9I9SN
LYY SSE'TT SSE'TT %05 %08 wowsfeue Sunuueld somossy wswaSeury 30mosay SALVIS-ANA TVINAWNOYIANT SdF 01919SN
ySt's - rsr's’ %0 %001 . a Suuuejd 3amossy  JuswaFeuely 0mosoy LNIWIDNVIN NOLLVLIDIA 60919SN
06L'8Y S6EVT S6£°vT %0S  %0S © jwswaSeuey Sutuueld 20mossy JuomsTeurpy 20mosY 140ddNS vRim 809195N
1st'oy - isi'oy %0 %001 a Suimreld samosyy  JuSWIBeUTY 3M0SIY HOUVASA ALTTVLAOW ONINMVASTEd LO919SN
260'91 - T60°v91 %0 %001 : a Suiuueld 0mossy  JusweSeur 20mossy HOYVISTY QIHSUALVM NVEEN 909 195N

m - LOSMM L0Sa %MM  %d OLOVA NOLLAOSAA NOILLINDSAA NOLLJAIYDSAA ALIALLDY - ALIALLDYV

TVLOL L00Z INTWNDIISSY LSOO WVIDOoUd 418 NWVID0Ud

(hu0d) £-) 91qe],



8

ZI-D - sao1puaddy [psodoid a1y a3vuva(T /007
vT1°06 195°8y yos Iy T %bs %9F Joqey UOUENSIMNWPY (OURg UONROSIIIMPY % SOUEUL] ASNAIXA TVHINID S6101TN
*050°91 8¥9'8 oL - %¥S %9V Joqe UORENSIUNUPY §oueRlg UOKENSIIUPY % Soueuly 140ddNS INTALIVAIa P6101IN
600°2ST L8L'SEL wolt %¥S %9 logey UONENSINIPY {ouelg UONENSIUNUPY 3 2oueuld NOLLVYLSININGY WYYDOUd ALTAVS ‘€6101TN
8LS'YS 80467 AN 14 %¥S  %9b Joqe] Larjog o18areng oyosowend | DANLONYLSVIINI TIIVNIVLSNS 8090€ IN
SYL'Y8I YHS66 10T's8 %¥S  %9% logey Kayod o8aeng 1P sdopang MMA - SNOLLVTTY LLXA/ADITOd £090€IN
89¢°3L 9T wi'og %¥S  %9b : loqey Konod s8ateng 2O sopang NAD - SNOLLVTIY LLXF/AII0d 1090€IN
Toc'6T 88L°S1 £IS°El %YS  %9¥ logeg Konod a3areng PWO s0end  FONVINYOLYAd 'dI0D ¥THIO/OWY YOSOSIN
s6¥'LE £07°0C 6TLl %¥S  %9F . loqe] Karjog siereng YO sopanq ONDNMVINHONIE £0SOEIN
979'9¥ £T1'sT £0S°1T %S %9¥ I0qe] Aonog aBareng 2O sopang WALSAS 143d TVINTANNOIIANT TOSOEIN
x4 3114 LeL'ie 965°81 %YS %9V oqe] Aajog stdareng 30O s 01 INTWNADVNVIN NSTE 10S0EIN
18 80T 8Ll %YS %9V loqer - forjod at8oeng PO sowaNq TANNOSYHd 6610€IN
$€6'c (T4 4 SI8'l %bS %9y - . Ioqe] foyjog ot3areng 30O slowang ONINIVEL L6IOEIN
€161 80£°01 €78'8 %YS %9 loqe] Korjog adarens 20yjQ spoweng  INTWIDVNVIN TVHENID 9610€IN
69t°€1 LSTL 1179 %bS %9 A Joqe] . fondg ofareng 20O spowang FSNAIXT TVHANTD S610€IN
158°1 L66 S8 i %bS %Y Ioqe - Aorjod o18areng 01O s10pnq " LY0ddNS INFNLYV4Ia v610EIN
9€8°EE wTsl $09°s1 %bS  %9Y Joqe] SUOHEDIUNUILIO)) PO sopalg . ONLLTIVIA JIDALVULS 90£0TIN
vLL'OY 0TS 181z %bS  %9Y 10qe] SUOHESIUNUNLOY) 2O spopan( ) SNOLLVTHY VIQIWN £0£0TIN
SLI'0T o080l v0E'6 %P %9Y loqe SUOUEIUNWILOY) 21O s 101211 NOLLVINYOANI OI'1dand TOE0ZIN
LoL's SLO'E . TE9T %PS %9 Joqe] suouEdUNWWO) VWO SIowanq SNOLLVOINININOD "TYNUALLNI 10€0ZIN
TiL (219 8¢ %¥S %oV loge] SUOHESIUNUNEOY) 20O stopang TANNOSYAd 6610ZIN
€219 667 - yI8'T %bS %oV loqey SuoNEDIUNUILO)) 2O sopang ONINIVYL LE10TIN
S¥s'6l 1£5°01 v10'6 %PS  %9Y Joqef . suopeomnuwmoe) 20 Q saopenq INTFWIOVNVIN TVHINID 9610ZIN
949 8sT'¥1 $0T'T %¥S %9V Joqey . SUDIEITUNUNIO)) 20O ssopang ASNAIXA TVHANID S610TIN
e oLl : 11 %y %9v 10ge] WY 300 S015a11(] 20O siopanq TANNOSYHd- 66101 IN
9£5°s £36'C £55°C %YS %9V loqe] urpy 2 sjopang YO stowang ONINIVYL L6101IN
0L8°86 £LT'ES L6S'SY %S %OV oqe] UIIpY 290 S0 200 stosanq INAWIOVNVIN TVHINID 961011IN
oIl'E9 800'FE 801°62 %S %9Y loqe] UIIPY 1Y 510001 30O sfopang FSNAIXA TVHIANID S6I01IN
A3} 98 LoL %S %9y loqe UIWIPY YO 510100117 20O sloyeng 140ddNS INTALIVIIA ¥6101IN
opEsL v 0p SYL'YE %S %9V loqe] smdxg eRBY  sesmadxg ERUAD N1dS WNINEAd AONVINSNI ALYAdOUd 605010N
6£8°11 6LE9 09%'s ‘ %bS %OV . Ioqey asuadxg eRuwsy  sasuadxd [RIBWD NS FII0A TIAQTINA S0KOTON
£89'9¢ ws'og Iv1'9z %PS  %OF E Joqe asusdxg [pmp  sesuadxy RBIO NS YALNID LIINOD ¥ dATA IOVILINOD £OVOION
EIEpL 1v0'0r UTre %Y %9b loqey ssuadxg riowan  sasuadxy [RIOUID NS 100 ¥d YAINTD ONINIVIL 10¥010N
v6+'509 (14743 EVT'6LT %YS %9V loge] ssuadyg pRus)  sesmadxy [RWSD NS AMA-SWIVTD T0ZOI0N
ELS'TIOY LEE'S8Y'T . omﬁﬂ (A %bS %OV 10qe] asuadxy eRmY - seswdxg [RRUSD NdS u;E zo:<uod< hmoo TVALNIO S_osz
000°625'C 000°bZ€ SAMVA mna< nwmgoﬁ SS
0000L © 000°0LT - . "LSAFaV LOVHINOD H08V1

Y4 W] EvLTY 41944 %6¥% %18 do aswdxy eRusn  SIswdXT [RPUSD (1dS SMIATY LINYEd STH0D 86101SN

(7o) ¢-D dqe ],

CIry

CLER



£I-0 saotpuaddy 10s0doad 210y 230U £ 007
vL80T Teall L6 %S %9 ) toqe] SO0IMOSYY UEWRH  UOHRASIUIWPY % J0ueuly ONINIVAL YOSIAYIANS 0v0EEN
62+'62 Ls8's1 us'et %P %I 10qe] SMOS3Y UBUM]  UONERASIUILPY % ueuL] NOLLVOINAWINOD TVNYELNI 10¥0€IN
+01'001 8€6'€S 991'9y %P %Iy 10qe] $QMOS3Y UBUMY  UOKeISIUIUPY % UPUL]  NOLLVINAWITdNI WaDOUd ¥ OAS ¥H POLOEIN
I9'8El 889'bL 926'€9 %bS %9 toqe] SIQMOS3Y UBUM]  UONRNSIUIUPY % 0UEUL $S300¥d INSWAOTIWE ¥ ONRIIH £0£0£ZN
8681 Lzo's 1L8°9 %PS %I 1oqe] SIMOSYY UMY UOPRASIILIPY P SOUBUL] INTWJOTIAIG ¥ ONINNV'Id ¥H 20£0€2IN
1LT'19 LYT'9E v20°1€ %rS %9 10qe] SI0MOS3Y UEUMY]  UOREOSIUILPY % 0UEUL INTWIOVNVIN VLVA 10€0€ZN
s0°L 008'€ wsTe %HS %I . 10ge] S30MOSYY UEUMH  UOURNSTUIWIPY % SOUEUL AL34VS 8610€ZN
189'p1 ol6'L 1LL°9 %bs %9 10qe] S30MOSYY UPWMY  UONEASUIUPY % SOUTUL ONINIVHL L610€ZN
ESE'1L 9vr'ee L06'Z€ uyS %9 10qe] $30IN0S9Y UPUMK  UOREXSIUIWIPY % S0UBUL INTWIOVNVIN TVHINID 9610€ZN
8r't8 1zs'sy 196'8€ %PS %I 10q¥] $30MOSYY UBWNY  UONRASIUIWIPY 79 J0UTUL ISNIdX3 TVHINID S610£TN
£09'0€ 6491 911V %YS %9 10qe] ouTuly uopessIUPY P dueuw]  MA-HOYVISTY TLLL/SAIODTH ISIN 01L0ZIN
VLS89 6v6'9€ sT9'1€ %pS %9 10qey oUPUl]  UONEOSIUIIIPY % Boueuly AMQ - INGWEOVNVIN A143d0¥d LOLOZZN
SET'E0v 0LTLIT §96'81 %S %9V . gl oueul] UOHEASIIWIPY P oUeUL NOLLONAO¥d LINWAS L090TIN
L1L'L61 £€5°901 €81'16 %YS %9 10qe] 3ouTul] UORENSIUWPY %P ueUL] ¥IDATT TVHINID £0907TN
865'%9 L08'¥€ 16L'62 %HS %Y 10y 3ouTul] UORENSIUIWPY %P JduTUL L¥0ddNS WALSAS TYIONVNIA Y090ZIN
0s1iL LEE'SE £18°7¢ WtS %S L soueulj UCHENSIUNDPY % 3UEULY ONILNNOJDV 1S0D £090ZZN
086'0€1 yLS'OL 50v'09 %bS %Sy 10q¥] 30ueUl] UOHENSIWPY % ureuy] TTEYAVd SINNODOV 20902ZN
s€5'811 698°€9 999'v5 WS %Sy 1047 3ouPUl] UOZERSIUIWPY % oUTULf TTEVAIZOTH SINNOJDV 1090ZZN
19086 or8'zs LTT'sy WS %S 10q] ouTUL]  UOREOSIUIWPY % oUTUL] WO - SLOVHINOD INVLITISNOD £0S0ZZN
vLO'LT 8851 98v'Tl %S %9 101 3ouTUL]  UORENSIIIWPY % douEUl] WZO0 - SLNV4D 7050ZZN
£98'1 ¥00'1 658 %vS %9 1oqe] 3oUTUL]  UORENSIUIUPY % BueUL] WO - ONIDIOANI 10502ZN
007497 95T 1 9¢6'121 %PS %I 10qz] JouPUL] UORENSIIUPY % 0UEU uoRNQIAS(Y V10D 089y 90¥07ZN
8LT'C 87zl 150°1 WS %9 10qe] aoueul] UORENSIUIIPY % dueUl] SLO310¥d TVIOFdS £0P0ZTN
67€°16 0IT'6v 611ty UbS %I 10qe] 3oueul] wORESSIUIUpY % 3oUTUL ONRIOLINOW 135and 20107ZIN
L68'L8 19€'Ly Les'oy %rS %9 10qe] ouTul]  UOHESSWIUIPY % 30Ul NOILVYVJdid 139dng " 10¥0ZIN
978's61 vis'sol €06 %rS %I 10qe] ouTul] UOHEASIUIUIPY % JoUEUL 4ma - SLOAroUd TVIDads 80£07IN
9pe 981 651 %bS %9 10qE 3oueUl] UOREnSIIWPY %P J0UTUL NOLLVYVJTdd TTVS SANOE £0€0ZIN
$87'89 £6L°9¢ wr'ie %HS %I 1oqe] aouPuly  uOREASIUIUIPY % 3oUTUL] SISATVNV TYIONVNI4 007N
90L'11 80£'9 66€°S %S %IV 1oqe] 2oueuld UORENSIIUPY 7 dULUL] TINNOS¥Ed 66107IN
L6'6 LIS 08¢’y %S %I 10qe] 3ouTUl] UOHERSIUIWPY % JUEUL] ALFAVS 86107ZN
6£8°81 151°01 889' %S %9 10qe] JouPul] UORENSHIWpY % 0UTUL] ONINIVYL L610TTN
15619 rE9E - LovIE %yS %9 10qe] 3oueul UORENSIUHIPY % Sourul INAWADVNYIN TVHINID 9610ZZN
085'8S YIS 1€ 910°LT %vs %9 10qe] 30URUl] UORERSTIUPY % 0UEUL] ISNIdXA TVHENID $6107ZN
206'€ 701' 66L'1 %S %Sk 10qe] ¥ oUEUL] UONENSMIWPY 7 30UEULY 1¥04dNS INTWNLE VA V610TTIN
ver's £88'1 u9'l %bS %Y 10qe] UOENSHIWPY YoueRly UONENSIIWPY % S0UeULy ALIIVS 86101ZN
156'6 9¢e's 685’y %pS U 10qe] UOHENSTUIWIPY YouRlg  UONENSIIWPY 27 0uEuL ONINIVYHL L6101ZN
858°08 L9S'Ey 067'LE %bS %9 10qe] UOHRASIULIPY GoUrlg UOURNSIIUpY %9 30UTUL] INIWIOVNVIN TVYINID 96101ZN

® LOSMM L@ %MM  %d HOLOVE NOLLATIDSId NOLLIRYOSIaQ NOILAIMISIA ALIALLDV ALIALLDV
o INFWNDISSV ESOD WVE90u4d gns Wvd90ud

TVLOL L0092

(7u0d) ¢-) 9Iqe ],



¢I-D :  saopuaddy [psodoad a1py a3vuvaq 1007

‘paSueyd usaq aduls aAey Aewl v:m Si0as-21d are sowreu werdordgns pue EEMP& ‘uoneuw %¢°7 snid 138pnq pastaas 9o0z sienba sanianoe sayio je 10§ omcuaxm )

‘{esodoud s Jo uoads sjuswannbay

aNUIATY wl punoj asuadxa uo spieaQq -asuadxa 1391p ISpun ssauisnq Jo aulj Yyosea 10§ duns duwng ajSuis e se vovn_uE AIE SIW1ARDE PAUBISSE U3aQ 10U JABY YoIym asuadxe WO L00T mau pasodold (£)
-198pnq pesiaat 907 3 uo paseq Apoaup jou pue Sutpuads g1 pasodosd uo paseq £00g 10§ Pare[NdfEd SLIPaL) V0 3yl (7)

"123pnq pasiAAl BOZ 311 uO Paseq AIAIP JOU puE [9poul S3Jet 3y AQ Paje|ndfed e I0J98) ,[3POJA, B M Sanlange [y (1)

86S°SPY'Y6l  EOT'ETI'LSE 66E€ES°LE ’ ISNAIXE ONLLYHIO £00C L3N

- LESLIETT (LESHIED) 4 (LAIHS ISNIIXH 600T % 8007 SSTD
T 865°SEY'V6E  999°118°SST 9€6°vY8'8E NOLLYOOTIV QaSIATY HLIM TV1OL
LET'SL 91Ty 7809 - %bS %9 loqe] asuadxy eRw) - sasuedxy el N4S WOOY YIAYFS GALVAITOSNOD 8TOOYNN
16t'8T (<339 opI'cl %S %9 loqe A3o[ougoa |, uONEULIOJI] UOKRNSIUNUPY 7P S0UEUL] NOLLVEISININGY V1Vd ALIELN EOLIFIN
698'857 y8r6€1 98€°61 1 %S %9 loqe] A3o[ouyoa ] LOWEULIDIU] UONRASIUIWPY % S0UBUl NVNIINIVIN VIVd IDOVNIVHAPYIMIS 10L1¥IN
1LE1L ©95Y'RE S16°TE %S %9 loqe] ABojouyoa] uopEULIOI] GOTRASIHIWPY % 2ueul] INFWNIOTIAIA SID FOVNIVIA-4AMIS SO91¥IN
LSEL9 £67°9¢ ¥90°LE %S %9 Joqe AZojouyoa |, UONEULIOJ] UOREISIUNIPY 2 SouBul] FINVNALNIVIA NOLLYOI'IddV v091¥IN
£9¢°1 SEL 679 %¥S  %9¥ loqe] AZojouyos | UoHEULIOJU] UOTROSILIWPY % 30UBUL] INTNJOTIATA NOLLVOIIddY - T091HTIN
£05°99 £€8°SE 0L9°0¢ %¥S  %9¥ loqe]  AS0[0uyod] UDNEULIOJU] UOURNSIIWPY 3 SIUBUL LOVINOO ¥HWNOLSND ¥ ONIdODS 1091#TIN
L¥tol v's 089'v %S %9 loqe] ASojouy] TORBULIOJY] UOHENSIUIIPY P S0UETL]  INOUATUQLS LI ADVNIVIA ¥ ¥AMmIS LOSIFTIN
989°SL 18L°0F S06'v€ LO%YS  %9Y loqe] AZojouyds ], UONEULIDJU] UOKENSIITWPY 2 SOUBUL] NOLLVININTTIJAYNOISIA gam £OSIYEN
08¢l 9S1°L sTi'e %¥S T %9% Ioqe] - ASO[OUYOS] UONEULIOJN] GOGRNSIIPY 2 SoUBUL] L¥0ddNS YASMYNOLLY LNTNTTINT TOSTHIN
yIv's W6'T 108°T %bS  %9Y 1oqe] AZojouysa | UONEULIOJU] TONEOSUILIPY % 0UBL] NOSIVIT ¥TINOLSNO/DIVING 10SI¥EN
0¥0°LST 864'8E1 st %YS  %9F 10qe] A3ojouyod |, TONEULOJE] UONENSIUIUIPY 29 30UBHL] SADIAYAS TYNOLLVYIJO LOYIFTN
ssSTvl . His'oL vyL'S9 %YS . %9 ’ Ioqe] ABojouyoa |, UONEULIOJU] UONENSIUTWPY % 0UEUl] 130ddNSs dOLMsIa SOVIYTN
€9V 11T ob6'cll £T5°L6 %S %9¥ Joqery AGojouysa |, UOHEULOJ] BONENSHIIWIPY 7 JOUEUL] LI0ddNS NOLLONAOAd YOPIYIN
TIv's9T - 600°chi %1 arad| %YS  %SP logey ASojourda | UDUEULION] GONENSIUNIPY % OUBUL] - NOLLVULSININGY YYOMLAN COVIPIN
LT9°0€T 99T'vTl 19£°901 %bS  %SF loqey ASojouy>a | UONEULION] UORBNSIUIIPY % JOULTLY NOLLVULSININGY YA ¥HS TOV1PIN
oIt L88°6S 6ST'IS %S %9 logey ASojouyos |, UOHEULIOJU] UOHENSHIILPY P 0UEUL] SAA IOIAYES LOPIvEN
POg'6h 996°9T 8ELTT - %bS  %9F Ioqe] AB0[0Wya0 ], UOKEULDJU] UONENSTIIIPY 7 SULULY TOVNVIN ¥ ONINNVIA IONVINHOIEAd 10€1¥IN
7L9'L8 6£T LY £evor %bS  %9F logey AZojouysa | UDHEULIOJU] UONENSIUIWIPY % JOURUL] SID YHLVMALSVM 2 FOVNIVIA TO8OVIN
788°c 160°C 06L°1 %YS %9V : logey AS0jouy9 ], UOKEULIOJU] UORENSIUNPY 7 URULY ONIddVIN NOLLD3S ¥2L4vNO SIO 1080¥ZN
9IT'L 888 87e'e %S %9% logey ASojouyoo |, UOHRULIOJU] UDNERSIUIPY 7 S0l _SVHOUN TV.LIdVD 68TOVIN
TEv'ys 62£'67 £0K'ST %bS %9 loqey AZojourss |, UOHBULIOJU] UONRNSIUIUIPY %9 douRHl] TANNOSYAd 6610VIN
£L89 £0L'E oLl's %S %9 loqey ASojouy20 |, UONEULIOJ] UONENSIUIIPY 7 JIUEUL] : ALFAVS 8610KIN
£v8°L6 0TL'TS x4 ¥4 %bS  %9F loqey ASojouy | uoNEwWION] UCHRUSIUIUIPY 3 JoUTUL] DNINIVYIL L610FIN
£E9° 1€ 808'4T1 $T8'901 . %YS  %9F . loqey AZ3ojouya |, UOHEULOM] UOTBNSIUILIPY 3 SOUEL] INFWADOVNVIN TVHINID 9610KTN
£95°8€ 8£0°LLE 625 IS1T %¥S %9 logey ASojouys0 |, UONEULIOJU] UOTRASIUNIPY 2% SOUBUL] WOOY ¥FA¥ES AALVAITOSNOD S610VTIN
yIv's 6£SY $88°€ %¥S  %9P loqey ABojouysa] UONEULIOU] WOPRASIUTIIPY 2% OUPULY 140ddNS INFNLIVAIA Y6 10FIN
910 $98°01 8676 %YS  %9¥ loge] S30IN0SoY UBLINY UOHRASIENIPY 3 90UBUL] ONINIVYL dIHSYIAVI'T T080€TN
976'68 ©opsYsy | uv'y : %YS  %9¥ loqe] $2MOSIY UBUMH UOYRLSIUIWDY % 20ULUl] SADIA YIS ONINIVHL 1080£TN
SEE9] 2088 £ES°L %YS  %9¥ 10qe] S3Un0SoY UBWINY UOHENSIUWIPY 29 20URUL] NDNQV SLANIL T0LOETN
958°p1 $00'8 ) 1589 %bS  %9Y foqe] S2UNOSIY UBUINY UOKROSINIIPY % S0UBUL] ONISSAI0Ud TIOUAVI 10L0ETN
€619 LEE'E 968'C %yS %9 1oqe] SIUMOSIY UBUMY UOHRISIUIWDY % oULUL] NOLLINDODTY FFAOTdNT T090£TN
SSHLE 7810 LT %YS  %9¥ loqe] S$IAMOSIY UBMINY UOHRLSIUIWIPY 2 DUEUL] uresSosq Anunuoddp fenby 1090€ZN
$08'6€ LYV 1T LSE8I %YS  %9¥ foqey S22IMOS3Y UBWINY UORNSMIWPY 3 3oUeUl SNOLLVTHY JO8V'1 10S0£TN

(hu0d) ¢-3 9Iqe L



APPENDIX D— PROJECTED 2007 WASTEWATER RATE

Overview of Wastewater Fee Structure

City of Seattle residents pay a single fee per one hundred cubic feet (ccf) of wastewater
. discharged into the City’s wastewater system. This single fee is composed of two components, a
treatment rate and a system rate, which are adopted through two distinct processes. ~

SPU Treatment Rate

Payments to King County? for wastewater treatment are the single largest component of both
wastewater and total DWF operating expense. The inability to fully recover this expense
through the wastewater rate can seriously impact DWF financial performance. To mitigate this
risk the Council adopted Ordinance 121675 in 2004, providing for an annual adjustment to the
treatment rate when there is a change in the underlying cost drivers. The formula for this
adjustment is defined in the ordinance, allowing for the treatment rate to be adopted outside of a
normal rates process. The formula is as follows:

Projected wastewater treatment expense/Projected annual wastewater volumes
| X

A 16.5% multiplier (to recover revenue reductions and revenue taxes)

Projected treatment expense includes an adjustment for cash lags in the full recovery of treatment
expense in years in which there is a rate increase.” For the purposes of this calculation, treatment
expense excludes the portion of budgeted treatment expense associated with the County’s High
Strength Industrial and Contaminated Stormwater Surcharges. These expenses are recovered
directly from applicable customers and not through the wastewater direct service rate.

The City recovers wastewater expense exclusively through a volume based fee. However, the
County charges a fixed rate per residential premise and a volume rate per unit of commercial
sewage flow treated. Residential flows account for about 37 percent of total volumes (and
therefore total City revenues). Charges for residential premises account for about 47 percent of
total treatment expense paid to the County. Consequently, if the County treatment rate is held
constant but Seattle wastewater volurnes decline, the resulting decline in treatment expense will
be less than the decrease in the City’s wastewater revenues. Therefore, the annual pass-through .
mechanism provides for an increase in the treatment rate when volumes decline, even in the
absence of a King County rate increase. '

. 1
- The multiplier provides for the payment of revenue taxes on increased revenues generated to pay
additional treatment expense.- It also includes an allowarce for. customers paying less than the
full rate (i.e. low income credits) and non payments/delinquencies.

2 King County treats over 99% of the City’s sewage. The Southwest Suburban Sewer District treats the balance.
* Revenues billed in December are typically collected in January. So, if we assume that wastewater rates increase on

January 1, 2007, 2007 revenue will include 1 month of cash receipts at the 2006 rate (in January) and 11 months of
cash receipts at the new 2007 rate. The adjustment increases revenue enough to account for this cash shortfall.
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SPU System Rate ‘ :
The system component of the SPU wastewater rate is proposed by the Executive via rate studies

and adopted through a normal Council process. The system rate recovers all other operating

. expense, including operations and maintenance expense, capital financing expense (debt service
-and cash), and related revenue taxes. This component of the rate is also set to ensure that
financial policy targets are met in the case that the revenue required to meet the targets exceeds
the revenue required to recover operating expense (see Section II of this proposal for more
detail). : . ‘ '

Proposed 2007 Wastewater Rate

DWF financial performance and operating budgets presented in this rate study assume a 9.9
percent increase to the wastewater rate in 2007. As shown in Table D-1, this overall increase

assumes no change in the 2006 system rate.
. - /

Table D-1
Proposed 2007 Wastewater Rate

2006 2007

Treatment Rate $4.72 $ 5.39

" System Rate : $2.04 $ 2.04
- $6.76 $ 7.43
% Change ' 9.9%

The change in the SPU treatment rate is required to fund an increase in 2007 treatment expense’
due to a proposed 10.7 percent increase in'the King County treatment rate. Table D-2 presents
the inputs underlying the calculation of the 2007 treatment rate.

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal Appendices - ‘ D-2 ’!



0 - Table D-2
2007 SPU Treatment Rate Calculation

($1,000’s)
2007 Treatment Expense (rates based) (1) 98,546
Revenue lags/leads (2) 1,100
Net Cash Treatment Expense 99,646
Multiplier (3) 16.7%
Total Treatment Expense , . 116,286
Projected 2007 Volumes (100 ccf) ' 21,590
Treatment Rate per ccf (4) 5.39

Table D-2 Notes:
1) Excludes high strength industrial surcharge component of King County treatment expense.
This expense is charged directly to the applicable customers and not recovered through rates.

2) December revenues collected in January. When there is a rate increase, assumes one month
cash at old rate, 11 months at new rate. y

3) Recovers taxes and revenue lost.to credits/non payrnent.
4) Per resolution, treatment rate equals treatment expense divided by projected volumes.

Table D-3
2007 Change in Wastewater System Expense
($1,000’s)
Base O&M (1) » (5)
Proposed Adds 1,324
. Debt Service | 1,366
Cash to CIP (2) - 867
Total Expense Increase 3,551

Table D-3 Notes:

The SPU treatment rate calculation assumes an increase in the treatment multiplier from 16.5
percent to 16.7 percent. The 16.5 percent multiplier assumed that SPU could deduct wastewater
revenue collected from other municipal departments from the tax base used to calculate City
B&O taxes. Although the City has historically allowed municipal deductions, it recently
clarified that no legislative mandate exists for this deduction and that it will no longer allow this
deduction, effective January of 2006. A 0.2 percent increase in the tax multiplier will fund the
additional taxeés which must now be paid on municipal wastewater revenues.

The current proposal assumes an increase of $3.6 million in 2007 wastewater system expense.'
The components of that increase are presented in Table D-3.

1) $0.9 million inflationary increase and reduction.in G&A credit due to smaller CIP
nearly offset $1 million expense decrease (cost allocation from wastewater to drainage).

2) Increase required to meet 25 percent cash financing target.

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal Appendices
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Despite this increase in spending, direct service revenues generated by the 2006 system rate,
combined with the use of cash reserves is sufficient to fund 2007 system expense while
maintaining or exceeding financial policy targets. Table D-4 presents the Sources and Uses of
system and treatment revenue/expense, assuming proposed rates and spending. .

‘Table D-4

2007 Change in Wastewater System Expense
' ($1,000’s)
| Total
- System Treatment Wastewater
SOURCES . -~ ' ' . , ]
_ Direct Service , ' S
Gross Revenue (1) » . 44,044 A 116,370 160,414
Less: Credit/Non Payment (639) (1,687) (2,326)
Net Revenue . 43,405 ‘ . 114,683 158,088
" Less: leads/lags - ' (1,100) (1,100)
. Net Direct Service Cash Revenue 43,405 . 113,583 156,988
Other Revenue
“Other Operating. ‘ . 3,107
Other Non-Operating ' 1,500
SCL Reimbursement : ‘ 1,239
Total Sources o 49,252 113,583 . 162,835
uses = e T T
' O&M (2) - 26,007 98,546 124,552 -
Taxes ' 5,738 15,161 20,899
Debt Service " 11,672 11,672
. Cash Financing of CIP (25%) (3) 5,475 . 5,475
Total Uses | S 48,891 113,707 162,598
SOURCES NET OF USES - 360 . (124) 237

Table D-4 Notes:
1) Assumes treatment rate of 5.39 and system rate of 2.04 multiplied by projected volume.

2) Sum of O&M, taxes, debt service equal to wastewater allocation of 2007 proposed operating budget (sée ‘
Table C-2). ‘

3) 25% of wastewater CIP. Typically rate would be set to meet this target. In 2007 the wastewater
contribution is projected to exceed 25% level, See discussion in following paragraph.

2007 propoSed revenue net of éxpenses is roughly equal to that underlying the.2006 system rate
adopted in 2003. Higher non-rates revenue, lower cash adjustments and debt service offset

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal Appendices , D-4
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higher O&M expense. Conversely, the 2006 system rate generated excess cash in 2006 due to
higher than projected non-rates revenue and lower spending. This cash combined with cash
windfalls in 2005 and 2006* resulted in sewer cash balances which exceed required financial
policy targets. The current proposal assumes that this excess cash will be used for additional CIP
financing resulting in a total wastewater cash contribution to CIP of 36 percent in 2007. The 36%
wastewater contribution augments the lower drainage contribution (20%), raising the total DWF
contribution to 27% in 2006.

Table D-5 A
2007 Wastewater Cash Balance
(31,000°s)
Beginning 9,512
~ Source net of use 237
Other Adjustments (161)
Cash Subtotal 9,588
Cash to CIP (1) o (2,409)
Ending Cash . 7,178

Table D-5 Notes:
1) Use of excess cash (over targeted ending balance) used to provide additional financing to CIP.

Total sewer financing of CIP equals 36%

4 Windfalls include a state tax reimbursement and delayed relmbursement of certain NOAA
settlement related expense. :
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higher O&M expense. Conversely, the 2006 system rate generated excess-€ash in 2006 due to
higher than projected non-rates revenue and lower spending. This cash-€ombined with cash
windfalls in 2005 and 2006° resulted in sewer cash balances which ¢xceed required financial
policy targets. The current proposal assumes that this excess cas %n be used for additional CIP
financing resulting in a total wastewater cash contribution to %HP of 36 percent in 2007. The 36%
wastewater-contribution augments the lower drainage contribttion (20%), raising the total DWF
contribution to 27% in 2006.

- Beginning © 9,512

Source net of use , 237
Other Adjustment (161)
Cash Subtotal . ' 9,588
Cash to CIP ( (2,409)
Ending Cashy ‘ ‘ 7,178

Table D-5 Notes:
1) Use of excess cash (over targeted ending balance) used to provide additional financing to CIP.
Total sewer financing of CIP equals 36%

4 Windfalls include a state tax reimbursement and delayed reimbursement of certain NOAA
settlement related expense.
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Despite this increase in spending, direct service revenues generated by the 2006 system rate,

combined with the use of cash reserves is sufficient to fund 2007 system expense while \
maintaining or exceeding financial policy targets Table D-4 presents the Sources and Uses of

system and treatment revenue/expense assuming proposed rates and spending.

- Table D-4

2007 Change in Wastewater System Expens
(51,000’s)

Direct Servtce

Gross Revenue (1) . 44,044 116,370 160,414
Less: Credit/Non Payment ' (639) . (1,687) (2,326)
Net Revenue 43405 - 114,683 158,088
. Less: leads/lags : ' . / - © . .(1,100) (1,100) .

43,405 . 113,583 156,988

Net Direct Service Cash Revenue

Other Revenue
Other Operating 3,107
Other Non-Operating 1,500
SCL Reimbursement 1,239
Total Sources 49,252 113,583 162,835

0&M (2)

124,552

Taxes 5,738 15,161 20,899

Debt Service / 11,672 11,672

Cash Financing of CIP (25%) (3) 5,4_75 5,475

_Total Uses / | 48,891 113,707 162,598

SOURCES NET OF !ﬂSES ' 360 (124) 237
Table D-4 Notes:

1) Assumes treatment rate of 5.39 and system rate of 2.04 multiplied by projected volume.

2) Sum of Q&M, taxes, debt service equal to wastewater allocation of 2007 proposed operating budget (see

Table C-2)/

3) 25% of wastewater CIP. Typically rate would be set to meet this target. In 2007 the wastewater
contribution is projected to exceed 25% level. See discussion in following paragraph.

2007 proposll revenue net of expenses is roughly equal to that underlying the 2006 system rate
adopted in 2003. Higher non-rates revenue, lower cash adjustments and debt service offset

)
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(cm» City of Seattle
Gregory J. Nickels, Mayor .
Office of the Mayor ' i

June 27, 2006 _ /
Honorable Nick Licata ' 4
President

Seattle City Council

City Hall, 2™ Floor
Dear Council President Licata:

I am transmitting the 2007 Drainage Rate Study and associated/légiélation to implement the 2007
drainage rate increase. Under the proposed rates, a typical sin/gle family customer will pay about
$0.75 more per month for drainage service, while a business with heavy development on a one acre
parcel will pay about $12.61 more per month. Implementation of the new rates will increase
drainage system revenues by $3 million and will prov1de sufficient funding to meet drainage revenue
requirements for 2007. The additional revenue will be used to cover increased costs and to fund new
operating programs and capital projects, many of whlch are part of the Comprehenswe Drainage
Plan. Such projects include: - J/
. Desngn of storm sewer lmprovements,throughout the city, including those at Martin Luther King
Way, Madison Valley, Meadowbrook, and N. 125™ and Aurora Avenue N;
e Design of the Thornton Creek watér quality channel;
e Continued construction of the ngh Point natural drainage system and design of the Venema
Creek system;
e Development of an in-houge drainage customer management system; and
Development of non-rate/incentives for on-site stormwater management through the Rainwise
Stewardship Program./ '
With this rate increase,,tl/w Drainage and Wastewater Fund continues to meet all financial policy
targets set by the Council. To offset the rate increase, the attached legislation also revises credits for
qualifying low-incorfie customers.

Thank you for your consideration of this legislation. Should you have questions, please contact
Leanne Galat1/(4 -0455) or Julia Veghte (4-7779).

600 Fourth Avenue, 7" Floor, P.O. Box 94749, Seattle, WA 98124-4749
Tel: (206) 684-4000, TDD: (206) 684-8811 Fax: (206) 684-5360, Email: mayors.office@seattle.gov ..
An equal employment opportunity, affirmative actlon employer Accommodations for people with disabilities provided upon re@
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Leanne Galati/LMA’ ) ) .
2007 SPU Drainage Rates ORD3.doc )

June 19, 2006 '

Version #lc

ORDINANCE

AN ORDINANCE relating to drainage services of Seattle Public Utilities; amending Seattle
Municipal Code Section 21.33.030 to adjust drainage rates; and arhending Seattle
Municipal Code Section 21.76.040 to adjust credits to low-incefme drainage customer:
accordingly. | | | :

WHEREAS, the rates for drainage services were last increaseg“on January 1, 2006, as authorized
by Ordinance 121639; and

WHEREAS, Seattle Public Utilities (“SPU”) has developed a Comprehensive Drainage Plan
(“CDP”) which recommends operating programs and capital projects to reduce flooding,
improve water quality, improve drainage aleng major arterials, and restore creek habitat
affected by stormwater draining through etreek systems; and '

WHEREAS, the cost to imblement CDP-recemmended programs and projects in 2007 will result
in increased annual expenses for debt service, cash financing of capital projects and
operations; and

WHEREAS, a significant bond issuaﬂévill be needed during 2006 to finance a portion of the
drainage capital improvement projects and that this issuance will further increase annual
drainage expenses for d/wt service beginning in 2007; and

WHEREAS, SPU has completed a rate study showing that existing rates will not provide
sufficient revenues té pay the costs of providing drainage services and pay debt service
and that rate -inc/m ses therefore are required; and

WHEREAS, credits ?’)r qualified low-income customers need to be revised to reflect an increase
tes; NOW, THEREFORE,

in drainage §
BEIT ORDAIN!D BY THE CITY OF SEATTLE AS FOLLOWS:

Sectié. Subsection D of Seattle Municipal Code Section 21.33.030 is amended as
follows: |

SMC 24.33.030 Drainage service charges -- Schedule -- Exemptions.
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Leanne Galati/LMA
2007 SPU Drainage Rates ORD3.doc
June 19, 2006

Version #1c

D. The rate categories and the corresponding annual drainage service charges are as follows:

((Effeetive)) ' ((Effestive)) . Effective Effective
((Jan—5-20064)) ((Fan—2005)) Jan. 1, 2006 Jan. 1, 2007 .

residential

Single-family (($H036perpareel)) (($+24-64-per-pareet))” §136.10 per parcel $145.09 per parcel

gpef 52%2‘;6 ((HH-33-peraere))  ((439:88-per-acie)) 173.77 per acre 191.51 per acre

All Other Properties Classification: . ' »
1. (0 -- 15%) (($494:54-peraere))  (($-243-48-per-aere)) | 302.19 per acre 332.65 per acre
2. (16 -- 35%) ((322—.69—per—aei=e))/((494792-pe¥—eei=e)) 501.84 pé; acre 551.57 per acre
3. (36 -- 65%) ((584—.4—1991-07‘)) ((336-89-peracre)) 908.01 per acre 1,000.82 per acre
4. (66 -- 85%) ((758-95-persdere)) ((953-02-peraere)) | 1,!83.79 peracre  1,303.79 per acre-

/ ) ((45+82-85-per-aere)) 1,468.73 per acre  1,620.01 per acre

5. (86 - 100%)  ((

SPU shall provide a ?% reduction in drainage rates for properties containing new or remodeled
commercial buildingg that, after July 27, 2003, install and utilize rainwater harvésting systems

that meet the perfofmance requirement that the systems are sized to use or infiltrate the amount

of rain that falls,bn the roofs of such buildings during a one year, ((24-hour)) 24-hour storm

event. A sy?m that involves indoor uses of rainwater must be permitted by Seattle-King

County Department of Health ((in-etder)) to qualify for the rate reduction. A system that relies |

solely on the capture and indoor use of rainwater shall qualify for the drainage rate reduction
only if the system is sized to meet the performance requirement stated above. Qualifying for the
drainage rate reduction does not relieve the property owner from the obligation to comply with

appli7able stormwater and drainage code requirements for the buildings and site.
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Section 2. Paragraph 2 of Sﬁbsection A of Seattle Municipal Codg21.76.040 is amended

‘as fo’lldws:

21.76.040 Utility low income rate assistance.

2. Drainage. .Eligible recipients residing/ iﬁgide the City of Seattle shall receive the

following credits for drainage services based 0'{ dwelling type:

' A ((Effeetive)) ((Effeetive)) Effective 'Effective

/

' ((anvary-1:2004)) /((Ja-:m%y—l,—?@@é)) January 1, 2006 January 1, 2007 ~
Single-family (($4-60-per-month))’  (($-5-07-permenth)) $5.67 per month $6.05 per month

Duplex . (( - ) ((2-54-per-menth)) = 2.84 per month all 3.02 per month
Multifamily (8- ) ((6-54-per-month)) 0.61 per month 0.65 per month

| Section 3/ The provisions of this ordinance are declared to be separate and severable.
If a court of competent jurisdiction, all appeals having beeﬁ exhausted or all appeal periods
having run, finds any provision of this ordinance to be invalid or unenforceable as to any person
or circumstance, then such provision or provisions shall be null and severed from the rest of this
ordinance with respect to the particular person or circumstance. The offending provision with
respect to all other persons and all other circumstances, as well as all other provisions of this

ordinageé, shall remain valid and enforceable.
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Section 4. This ordinance shall take effect and be in force thirty (30) d‘ays from and
after its approval by the Mayor, but if not approved and returned by the Mayor within ten (10)
days after presentation, it shall take effect as provided by Seattle Municipal Code Section
1.04.020, | -

s

~ Passed by the City Council the day of 2006, and signed by me in
open session in authentication of its passage this /day of , 2006.
/:‘
/ : ,
President “of the City Council
Approved by me this - day of ,2006.

1

Gregory J. Nickels, Mayor

Filed by me this day of ,2006.

City Clerk

(Seal)
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FISCAL NOTE FOR NON-CAPITAL PROJECTS

Department: I Contact Person/Phone: DOF Analyst/Phone:
| Seattle Public Utilities | Leanne Galati 4-0455 | Tohn'McCoy 615-0768

Legislation Title:

AN ORDINANCE relating to drainage services of Seattle Public Utilities; amending Seattle
Municipal Code Section 21.33.030 to adjust drainage ratés; and amending Seattle Municipal
Code Section 21.76.040 to adjust credits to low-income drainage customers.

e Summary of the Legislation:

This ordinance adopts drainage rates for cominercial and residential customers in 2007. It
-also adjusts the low-income assistance ?its for drainage customers.

e Background: (Include brief descrijption of the purpose and context of legislation and
include record of previous legisidtion and funding history, if applicable):

Drainage rates were last raised op January 1, 2006. The cost of drainage services is supported
by rates charged to drainage cu, /stomers These rates are set in accordance with financial
policies adopted by the City Qouncil. Development of new drainage infrastructure over the
past year has increased the ¢0sts of drainage utility services. Planned infrastructure
investment and new operating programs to be implemented during the next year under the
Comprehensive Drainage Plan will further increase costs. A rate increase in 2007 is requlred
to pay these additional Costs.

. A complete descnptlon of the Executive proposed 2007 rate package is contalned in the 2007
Drainage Rate S

o Please ch /Z)ne of the followmg
| This/legislation does not have any financial implications. (Stop here and delete the

remainder of this document prior to saving and printing.)

X 14]8 legislation has financial implications. (Please complete all relevant sections
that fo fow.) . ‘ : _

-

gislation. In the event that the project/ programs associated with this ordinance have
ippropriations that were, or will be, received because of previous or future legislation or
budget actions, please provide details in the Notes section below.

377 ropriationS.L This table should reflect appropriations that are a direct result of this
l
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" None.

Anticipated Revenue/Reimbursement: Resulting From This Legislation,/ﬁ' is table should
reflect revenues/reimbursements that are a direct result of this legislatien. In the event that
the issues/projects associated with this ordinance/resolution have revénues or

reimbursements.that were, or will be, received because of previo /u or future legislation or
budget actions, please provzde details in the Notes section bel, lgw the table.

'| Fund Name and Department Revenue Source |/ 2006 2007
Number _ Revenue Revenue
Drainage and Seattle Public Drainage Rate 7 1%0 $2,981,892
Wastewater Fund | Utilities . / ‘

44010 - '
TOTAL | / $0 | $2,981,892

and revenue received under the proposedfrates. The detail of revenue increases by rate type

Notes: Revenue in 2007 shows the differende between the revenue received under 2006 rates
appears in the 2007 Drainage Rate Proposal.

Total Regular Positions Created Or Abrogated Through This Legislation, Including FTE
Impact: This table should only yeflect the actual number of positions created by this
legislation In the event that pgSitions have been, or will be, created as a result of previous or
Suture legislation or budget tions, please provide details in the Notes section below the
table. '

None.

/Cash _Flow This table should be completed only in those cases where part or all
of the funds authori; d by this legislation will be spent in a different year than when they
were appropriated (e.g., as in the case of certain grants and capital projects). Details
surrounding spending that will occur in future years should be provzded in the Notes section
below the table. -

Not Applicable.

o What is the financial cost of not implementing the legislation? (Estimate the costs to
the Citylof not implementing the legislation, including estimated costs to maintain or
expand an existing facility or the cost avoidance due to replacement of an existing

2
, : CITY
: ‘ : . \CLER
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o What are the possible alternatives to the legislation that could achieve the sameor/
' similar objectives? (Include any potential alternatives to the proposed legislatign, such
as reducing fee-supported activities, identifying outside funding sources for fée-supported
activities, etc.) . :

Not raising the rates at this time would result in DWF failing to recovepthe cost of its
operations and failing to meet the financial policies. In addition, incteased General Subfund
utility tax revenue results from the rate increase. This increased tax revenue would not occur
if the rates are not raised. ’

o Is the legislation subject to public hearing requirements: (If yes, what public hearings
have been held to date, and/or what plans are in plgce to hold a public hearing(s) in the
future.) :

No.
o Other Issues (including long-term implicgtions of the legislation):

Please list attachments to the fiscal note below:
“Attachment 1 -- 2007 Drainage Rate Study
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. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY P

The Drainage and Wastewater Utility provides wastewater and stormwater management services
to residents and businesses in the City of Seattle. It is supported almost entirely by utility fee
‘revenue. For drainage, SPU charges City of Seattle property owners fees ba: ﬂ/ on property

characteristics contributing to stormwater run-off and collects these fees v'zﬁe King County
property tax collection system. For wastewater, SPU collects charges yia the SPU combined
utility bill. The wastewater rate consists of a system component, set t0 recover SPU expenses
and a treatment component, set to recover payments to King County and Southwest Suburban
Sewer District, whose facilities treat the wastewater conve)?» SPU’s system.

For 2007, SPU proposes increasing drainage rates by an ayérage of 8.1 percent while
maintaining the current system component of the wastez&er rate. The proposed drainage
increase is a “maintenance” rate intended to support intreased 2007 spending, without any
modifications to the existing drainage structure. Th(@’éxecutive will present final drainage and
rate incentive recommendations to City Council this summer which propose significant changes
to the drainage rate and cost allocation structur%r 2008 and beyond. This proposal does not
assume any of these proposed changes except some minor 2007 funding for preparatory work on.

certain reform initiatives (see Section V-? Design).

The drainage rate increase supports a proposed $3.0 million increase in the drainage revenue
requirement. Table I-1 presents the morthly impact of the proposed fee increases on drainage
bills for residential and select commefcial customers.

o Table I-1
Proposed 2007 Reveniie Requirement and Impact on Typical Drainage Bills
2006 2007 Proposed
Change from
' . '06
Direct Service Revenile $36,968,350 $39,950,242| $2,981,892
Typical Monthly/Bills ‘
Residential $11.34 $12.09 $0.75
Conveniengé Store (0.2 acres) $24.48 $27.00 $2.52
Supermyjet (2.87 acres) $351.27 $387.45 $36.18

/

Three factors are driving the proposed 2007 drainage rate increases:
¢ Increase in Debt Service. In 2006, SPU will issue new Drainage and Wastewater Fund

(DWF) revenue bonds, which will increase the drainage revenue requirement by $2.2 million
beginning in 2007, when the first associated interest and principal payments will be due.

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal Executive Summary L3 @
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These bonds are expected to fund a portion' of drainage capital improvements between
December 2006 and May 2008. Major drainage capital programs to be funded in 2007
include: : ' : L

Vi

. e !
o Construction and design of storm sewer improvements througpo‘é the City including at
Martin Luther King Way, Meadowbrook,, Madison Valley (2007 Design), and N. 125"
and Aurora Avenue N (2007 Design). /

o Construction of the Thornton Creek water quality cyréel

o Construction of the Highpoint natural drainage system and design of the Venema Creek’
system / :

o Development of an in-house drainage custonfer data management system

¢ Base Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Expense. Operations and Maintenance
expense for current programs increases by,$2.1 million. About half -- $1 million -- is due to
changes made to labor-based allocation fActors to more accurately reflect recent staff effort.
This had the effect of shifting costs fro wastewater to drainage. The total amount of the
shift is actually $2.3 million, but per SPU policy regarding intra-fund changes, the shift is

" capped at $1.0 million in 2007, wit{ the remainder to be applied in later years. Inflation
accounts for most of the remai? increase -- $756,000.

¢ New Operating Expense. SPU is proposing a $1.4 million increase in the revenue
requirement to fund expanded and/or new operations programs, including stewardship and
technical assistance prograghs, water quality monitoring, drainage billing data management,
business inspections, an 7pprenticeship program for field staff, natural drainage system
maintenance, and facilitfes rent increases. Many of these additions are in support of the
recommendations pres¢nted in the Comprehensive Drainage Plan adopted in 2005. .

Three factors help mitigate the proposed rate increase:

¢ A Reduction in €ash Financing of the CIP. The proposed drainage rate increase assumes a
$1.5 million dectease in drainage cash financing of the CIP from 2006 to 2007. This reflects
the cash availaple after the rate'is set at the minimum level required to meet the binding
constraint of generally positive net income. Even though this reduces the cash financing of
the drainage portion of the CIP to 20 percent in 2007, SPU projects that the Drainage and
Wastewater/Fund (DWF) as a whole will be at 27 percent, exceeding the fund target.

¢ Use of Cash Balances. The proposed 2007 rates are set to produce lower net cash revenue

, reducing the revenue requirement by $0.5 million. Revenue generated by rates is
used to fund current operating expenses, maintain a cash balance as a safeguard against
unexpected expense, and to fund a portion of the current capital program. . A rate may be set
generate positive, negative or constant net cash revenue. Net cash revenue is equal to total

! Current revenues (cash) fund the balance of capital improvements.

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal Executive Summary ) ‘14 .
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.

. < .
cash revenue less total cash expense’. A change in net cash revenue from one,rate period to .
the next will impact the revenue requirement.

¢ Non-Rates Revenue. An increase in non-rates revenues is expectego reduce the rates
revenue requirement by $660,000 in 2007. Increased reimbursements for Sound Transit
Li ght Rail and Seattle Housing Authority Integrated Dralnage lan capital expense are the
‘primary sources.

Figure I-1 displays these factors:

Figure I-
2007 Drainage Rate Drivers

$2.5
$2.0
$1.5
$1.0
$0.5
$0.0

-$0.5 + /
-$1.0
-$1.5 /
-$2.0

Capital Base O&M  NewOperating  Use of Cash Non-rate Capital
Financing - Dbt Expense Balances Revenue Financing - Cash

Change in revenue requirement ($'s million)

The table on the follyzing page shows projected financial performance of DWF under this
proposal. The finarcial policy objectives for DWF are discussed in Section II (Financial
Policies) of this pyoposal.

Wastewater Treatment Rate

SPU expectg'to increase the treatment component of the wastewater rate in 2007 to fund a

proposed 10.7 percent increase in the King County treatment rate. This increase will result in a

9.9 percent overall increase to the wastewater rate. The increase in the treatment component of

s not part of this rate study, as Ordinance 121675 provides a pass-through mechanism

for itg’adjustment. However, all Drainage and Wastewater Fund (DWF) financial performance

datd presented in this rate study assume the 9.9 percent overall increase. Appendix D provides
rther detail on the pass through mechanism and 2007 wastewater funding requirements.

? This differs from net income which includes non-cash items such as depreciation and amortization and excludes
. cash expenses such as as debt service principal payments.

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal Executive Summary , _ I-5
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Table 1I-2

Drainage and Wastewater Fund Financial Summary

Operating Revenue
Wastewater Service
Wastewater Rate Revenue
-High Strength Industrial Surcharge

Drainage Rate Revenue

Other Charges
Permit Fees
Other
Total Operating Revenue:

Operating Expenses
Operating and Maintenance Expenses
Wastewater Treatment -
Other Operating Expenses
Taxes Other Than City Taxes

Other Expenses
City Taxes
Depreciation /
Total Operating Expenses: ‘

Net Operating Income:

Other Income (Expenses)
Investment and Interest Income
Interest Expenses and Amortization of
. Debt Issue Costs and Net Discount
Other Income, Net . '
Total Other Income (Expenses):

Capital and Operatjng fees, Contributions,
and Grants

Nét Income (Lioss)

Revenue Available for Debt Service
Debt Servige
Debt Servige Coverage

/

2006 Projected 2007 Proposed

158,087,701
1,349,765
39,950,242
1,424,652
857,325
185,333,487 201,669,686
90,255,476 99,895,675
39,568,082 44,007,041
2,185,279 2,341,920
21,798,864 23,742,167
18,612,178 20,606,178
172,419,880 190,592,981
12,913,606 11,076,705
986,949 1,544,285
(13,685,741) (15,749,362)
(12,698,792)  (14,205,077)
2,550,206 3,131,247
2,765,020 2.875
54,311,598 56,969,335
21,635,880 24,873,522
251 2.29

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal

Executive Summary
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Il. DRAINAGE AND WASTEWATER FUND FINANCIAL OVERVIEW

The City of Seattle operates an 1ntegrated storm and sanitary sewerage system. Although funded
through separate rate structures, the City’s stormwater (“drainage”) and sanitary sewer

~ (“wastewater”) systems share common infrastructure, administrative and maintenance services,
debt financing, and financial budgetirig and reporting systems.

SPU finances the acquisition, operation, and maintenance of Seattle’s drainage and wastewater
system through the Drainage and Wastewater Enterprise Fund (DWF). An enterprise fund
functions like a self-supporting business which must generate operating revenies, predominantly
through user charges (or “rates™), which are sufficient to cover all operating costs and meet
financial policy targets. Separate drainage and wastewater service charges, or rates, are the
source of most DWF revenues. Non-rate revenues include permit feefevenue, operating grants,
“capital grants, and contributions in aid of construction (CIAC). Thése non-rate revenues reduce’

the amount of revenue that must be recovered through rates. //
4

Financial policies provide a guiding framework for Dramagéand Wastewater finances. The
p011c1es help determine how much revenue DWF must collect from its customers each year to
remain financially healthy while meeting its financial obllgatlons In addltlon financial policies:

¢ shape the ﬁnanmal profile that DWF presents to lenders and other members of the financial
community;

¢ establish DWF’s exposure to financial I'lSk and
- ¢ allocate DWF’s costs between current dand future ratepayers.

Table II-1 summarizes DWF’s financi '/policies, discusses their importance, and identifies the
financial policy targets.

TABLEIL-1 |
7 mmary of DWF Financial Policies

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal

Parameter / Imbortance DWF Terget
Debt Service A higher debt service coverage ratio means that more
Coverage “excess” revenue is available after debt payments are 1.80 ti
made. This reduces financial risk and provides more -cvhmes
flexibility to respond to unanticipated needs or
~ revenue shortfalls,
Debt-to-Assét Ratio  This ratio provides an indicator of how reliant an
organization is on debt to finance its infrastructure. A No more than 70%
high ratio suggests less flexibility, as a greater 0 more tha 0
portion of each year’s revenues is used to repay debt.
Cash-Financing of This policy 1) helps to prevent a rapid increase in 25% (four-year
CIP _ debt levels, and 2) limits the escalation in the debt-to-  rolling average) by
_ assets ratio. 2007
Year-End Cash Cash reserves are important to ensure bills are paid One month
Balance on time, and they can be used to respond to wastewater treatment
unanticipated needs or revenue shortfalls. expense by 2007

Financial Policies

-1

GLERK
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Parameter 4 Importance DWF Target

Net Income Positive net income is a contingency against
projection errors and uncertainties regarding . L
revenues. It is also a signal to bond rating agencies Generally Positive /
that the City is committed to establishing drainage
fees that cover costs.

Variable Rate Debt A cap on variable rate debt balances the advantages No more than 15% of

of lower interest costs with the risk of unexpected totdf debt

increases in interest rates.

N

Drainage and Wastewater Fund financial policies were adopted by City @411011 in 2003 by
Resolution 30612. To mitigate the impact of these requirements on ra e/ the resolution prov1ded
for a gradual increase in the achievement of cash-related targets, with the expectation that all
targets would be met by 2007. Table II-2 presents the interim targéts established by the
Resolution. / )

Table II-2 .
DWF 2004-2006 Intenm Fman /al Policy Targets .
Policy 2004 2005 2006 2007+ (1)
Cash Balance Year End 7.0 M . " $6.0 M $6.7M  Varies M
1 month treatment 7.0.M $7.5M $7.5 M $8.4 M
Cash Financing of CIP 115% | 140 % *17.6 %o 25.0 %
Table II-2 Notes: : // |

(1) 2007+ Cash Balance target is equal to hie month wastewater treatment expense. One month actual and
projected expense is presented above as a'pomt of reference.

/
/

Table I1-3 presents DWF actual and projected performance of financial policy targets in between
-2004 and 2007.

// Table I1-3
DWF lj}ih_ancial Policy Performance 2004-2007

Policy Target 2004 - . 2005 2006 2007

/ Actual Actual Projected Proposed
Net Income -|Generally Positive ($5.00 M $13 M $28 M $0.0 M
Debt Service Coverage / 1.8x 2.19x 273 x 2.51 x 2.29 x
Cash Balance Year End 1 Month Treatment l7.7 M $8.9 M $10.5 M .$8.3 M

Treatment :
Cash Financing of CIP, 25% 14.8 % 24.6 % 25.0 % 273 %
Debt-to-Asset Ratio <=70% 52% % 51% % 57 % 57 %
Variable Rate Debt <=15% 0% 0% 0% 0%

L—

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal Financial Policies -2
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- DWF exceeded all interim targets in 2004 and 2005 and expects to meet or exceed 2/006 interim
and 2007 adopted financial policy targets. In addition, DWF has exceeded or is projected to
exceed the debt service coverage targets presented to financial rating agencies at’the time of the

. 2006 DWF revenue bond issue. The next DWF revenue bond issue is scheduled for September

2006. The fund’s positive financial performance may result in an increas fo at least one of

DWEF’s bond ratings. ' '

Financial policy targets are directed toward overall DWF ﬁnancﬁ.‘performance. No formal,
separate policy targets have been adopted for the drainage pro%v or for the wastewater
program. In theory, each line of business would contribute eqlially to meeting the DWF
financial targets. That is, both drainage and wastewater wolﬁd: a) finance 25% (or the applicable
interim target) of its respective CIP program with cash; fd b) pay a share of the DWF year end
cash balance target equal to its proportional share of total DWF operating expenses. In practice,
however, SPU may use financial targets to balance pzenue requirements between wastewater
and drainage. The table below provides a look at gach line of business’ cash balance and cash
financing of the CIP under the current rate prop {:1 assumptions. The wastewater contributions
assume the treatment rate increase proposed in/Appendix D. - :

TABLE I1-4 »
DWF Cash Finaneing and Cash Balance Summary
y Line of Business

" (in 1,000's) / 2005 Actual 2006 Projected 2007 Projected
Drainage :

Year End Cash Balance $1.1 $1.0 $1.1

Cash Financing of CIP$ $5.4 $6.2 - $4.9

% of Drainage CIP*% 26% : 24% 20%

Wastewater

Year End Cash Balance*. $7.8 $9.5 $7.2

Cash Financing ¢f CIP$$ 846 $4.6 $7.9

21% 26% ‘ 36%

$8.9 $10.5 $8.3

$100 $10.8 ' $12.8

$42.4 , $43.3 $47.0

24% 25% 27%

s¢parate cash transactions by line of business. Therefore, line of business “actual” YE Cash is estimated based on service revenues
nd estimated expense allocations.

b Includes financing from rate revenue, capital grants, and other contributions in aid of construction

. 2007 Drainage Rate Proposal Financial Policies ' , II-3
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lll. REVENUE REQUIREMENTS /

The revenue requirement is the minimum amount of operating revehue required to
s1mu]taneously meeting cash funding requirements and financial policy te(:gets related to net
income, cash balances, cash financing of the CIP, and debt service coverage "The component
requiring the greatest amount of revenue generation (cash expenses or one of the financial policy
requirements) is termed the “binding constraint”. The rates revenue requlrement is equal to the
total revenue requlrement requlred to meet the binding constraint, léss any non-rates revenues.
Drainage service fees (or “rates revenues™) typically account for o¥er 92% of drainage revenues.
Non-rate drainage revenues include permit fees, miscellanem{ operating revenues, interest
income, operating grants, capital grants, and contributions/in aid of construction (CIAC).
Assuming constant demand, rate increases are required to fund increases in the revenue
requirement from one rate setting period to the next. ;

Table III-1 summarizes the components of change in the drainage revenue requirement from
2006 to 2007.

Table II1, :
Components of the Change in the Drainage Revenue Requirement’

Revenue Requirement

(81,000's) 2006 . 2007 $ Change % Change
Expense /
Operations and Maintenance Expense (O&M) . .
Base O&M , 18,577 20,634 2,056 5.6%
New Operating Expense - 1,385 1,385 3.7%
Total 18,577 22,018 3,441 9.3%
Capital Financing .
Cash 7,157 5,677 (1,481) -4.0%
Debt Service -13,019 15,171 2,151 5.8%
Total 20,177 20,847 670 1.8%
Total Revenye Requirement 38,754 42,866 4,111 11.1%
Other Funding Sources _
. Non-Rates Revenue (2,468) (3,129) (661) -1.8%
Cash Balance 682 214 (468) -1.3%
Total (1,786) (2,915) (1,129) -3.1%
Net Rates Rev Requirement 36,968 39,950 2,982 8.1%

3 All line items include the tax impact associated with increasing or reducing the revenue requirement. For example,
the 2007 change in new operating expense is $1.2 million while the change in the new operating expense revenue
requirement presented in the Table III-1 is $1.4 million. The difference of $0.2 million is equal to the revenue taxes
which must be paid on the additional revenue required to fund an additional $1.2 million in operating expense.

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal Revenue Requirements g
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s
The top section of Table III-1 presents the components of expense which make up the total /
revenue requirement. The bottom section of the table presents other sources of funding which
reduce the amount of expense which must be recovered through direct service rates. Tl/le’total .
revenue requirement increases by 11.1 percent from 2006 to 2007. However, the additional non-
rates revenues and existing cash balances are used to fund 3.1 percent of this incredse, reducing
the increase in the rates revenue requirement to 8.1 percent.

Below is a more detailed description of the components of change in the yévenue requirement.

Operations and Maintenance Expense (O&M)

The drainage O&M revenue requirement includes a portion of DWF shared administrative
expense, as well as direct drainage operating expense associat d/ with running a stormwater
program (i.e. regulatory oversight, community outreach and éieucation, etc.) and maintaining
storm sewer system infrastructure.

Table I11-2 presents proposed 2007 O&M spending i réases by source.

Table ITI-2

Proposed Drainage Operat'l(g and Maintenance Expenditures
($1,000's) / 2007 Increase
Base O&M , / _

Drainage/Wastewater Allogation Revisions 1,000
Change in G&A Credit 33
. " Inflation 756
Taxes ' ‘ 267
Change in Revenué Requirement 2,056
New O&M / .
Stewardship/Technical Assistance, and Partnership Program 256
Water Qua,l»ity Monitoring Program ‘ 200
Drainage/Rate Billing Data Management : ‘ 170
Inspections: Business, Stormwater Facility & Illicit Connections 150
/.. . ’

Apprenticeship Program : . 150
Na}tural Drainage System Maintenance 130

ity Central - Key Tower Rent 149
/laxes 180
Change in Revenue Requirement 1,385

otal Change in O&M o . 3,441

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal Revenue Requirevm'ents -2




Attachment 1 to Fiscal 1vute — SPU 2007 Drainage Rate Study

Base O&M Expense

The base O&M for 2007 is assumed to.equal the spending required to support operations and
maintenance functions budgeted under the 2006 revised budget. Base O&M does not include
debt service which is discussed under capital financing.

Under this proposal, base O&M increases by $2.1 million. Four factors drive this ingréase. A
new allocation of O&M expenses between drainage and wastewater shifts $1 milljén in 2007 to
drainage (see below). General inflation adds $0.8 million. A reduction in the G&A credit due to
reduced 2007 CIP spendmg adds $33,000. The increase in revenue taxes associated with the
overall change in base O&M adds $0.3 million.

Allocation Revision in Detail: Operating expenses are budgeted fér the DWF as a whole and
not by line of business (drainage or wastewater). Consequently, gperating expenses must be
assigned to each line of business in order to establish separate pévenue requirements for rate-
setting purposes. SPU has developed a series of factors to agéign cost, by budget act1v1ty, to
drainage and to wastewater.

The DWF budgeted O&M expenses include both line-of-business- specific expenses (i.e. water
quality monitoring or wastewater treatment), as well 45 shared administrative and business
support expense. Shared expenses are assigned to gach line of business based on prior period
actual direct labor expense or on management estjmate (where labor expense is not appropriate).
Appendix C provides more detailed information/on the cost assignment process.

~ As part of the current rate study, SPU reviewed the existing labor-based cost assignment factors
and reset them based on 2005 actual spendjfig. While some branches saw increases in the
wastewater share, the net shift was toward drainage.

The primary factors underlying this shift in spending include:

¢ asignificant increase in engineefing labor expense on drainage CIP projects due to the
implementation of the Comprehensive Drainage Plan. Engineering branch administration
and support is based on direct CIP labor expense for the branch.

¢ increased 2005 spending off maintenance of storm sewer infrastructure (relative to spending
on sewer infrastructure) r¢sulting in a greater drainage share of field operations
administration in 2006 :

¢ adecline in labor expehse on drainage capital projects, resulting in a smaller drainage share
of the general and administrative credit (which is an offset to O&M expense)

¢ the recent focus on the development of the Wastewater System Plan, resulting in a reduction
in the drainage share of Science and Sustainability spending

% The G&A credit is operating overhead (i.e. human resources, information technology, etc.) on capital projects.
This credit reduces expense charged to the operating budget and reallocates it to capital expense. The budgeted
G&A credit is based on adopted spending.

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal Revenue Requirements 4 11-3
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Attachment 1 to Fiscal Note — U 2007 Drainage Rate Study

Table I1I-3 page presents the 2006 cost assignment changes by branch.
y Table I11-3 /
Change in Drainage Share of DWF Base O&M Spending
" ($1,000s) /
4 :
Program ‘ Total DWF 22;2;:5: Dynag}:ezv(i)g:; Change
Customer Service 6,507 200 128 (72)
Director's Office 1,341 _8(855 938 50
Engineering Services . 3,020 I/Z 8 2,638 930
Field Operations 12,190 513 5,020 507
Finance & Administration 6,198 2,473 2,830 356
G&A Credit (4,700) (2,713) (2,379) 334
Science & Sustainability 7,159 5,825 5,645 (180)
SPU General Expenses* 7,69 3,175 3,528 - 354
Total Drainage ' 3?1{7 - 16,069 18,348 . 2,280
This change in allocation increases the drajfiage share of O&M expenses by $2.3 million, and-

reduces the wastewater share by a corresponding amount. SPU policy caps intra-fund changes at
$1 million per fund per year, and any cHange in excess of this amount is carried forward to the
next year(s). This policy assists in srfoothing budgetary impacts of significant cost assignment
shifts which may be the result of tepiporary spending anomalies. SPU recommends applying this
. same policy to revisions in cost ag§ignment between drainage and wastewater. Therefore, this

rate proposal assumes that $1 mjllion of the total $2.3 million change will be applied in 2007.
The additional $1.3 million will be netted against other cost assignment revisions in 2008.

More detail on the specific allocation shifts can be found in Appendix C, particularly
Table C-1. =
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Attachment 1 to Fiscal 1vute — SPU 2007 Drainage Rate Study

e
New Operations and Maintenance Expense 7

)
The 2007 proposed drainage rates support $1.2 million in spending on expanded and/or new
programs (plus $0.2 million in associated taxes). Many of these additions are 1/n support of the
recommendations presented in the Comprehensive Drainage Plan adopted in,2005. Table I1I-4
presents a summary of proposed new expense by line item.

- Table I11-4
Proposed 2007 New Drainage Operations and Mainténance Expense

Drainage Adjustment | Description : R 12007

Stewardship, Technical Meets Council initiative to zgvelop incentives | $256,000

Assistance, and Partnership | for on-site stormwater management.

Program . - - g

Water Quality Monitoring Water Quality Monitoring Program to meet $200,000

Program Corporate Stormwatef NPDES compliance ‘
requirements. /9

Drainage Rate Billing Data | Project managem;ﬁt and technical oversight of | $170,000

Management drainage billing data management at SPU

($80K); Modification of Drainage Billing
System (on I§fing County mainframe) to
accommod%te proposed rate structure changes
($40K); Ir}crease in administration fee paid to
'King County for drainage billing and
collectipns. Fee is revenue based so increases
with rate increase ($50K).

Inspections: Business, Inspections to meet partial Corporate ' $150,000
Stormwater Facility & Illicit Storfnwater NPDES compliance requirements
Connections related to business, stormwater facility and

illicit connections inspections.
Drainage and Wastewater Establish and operate an apprenticeship $150,000

Apprenticeship Program : /program for drainage and wastewater (DWW)
' /| field workers.

Natural Drainage System O&M for Natural Drainage Systems to assure | $130,000
Maintenance functioning infrastructure of channel and
landscape used at SEA Streets, Broadview,
High Point and Pinehurst.

City Central - Key Tow7? Anticipated drainage share of SPU Key Tower | $149,000
Rent - | rent increase.

TOTAL DRAINAGE/ . $1,205,000

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal Revenue Requirements -5
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-+ Capital Financing Expense

DWF funds capital projects through a combination of cash (from direct service non-rates
revenue) and debt financing (revenue bonds). Major drainage capital programs,to be funded in
2007 include:

¢ Construction and design of storm sewer improvements throughout the City including at
Martin Luther King Way, Meadowbrook, Madison Valley (2007, es1gn), and N. 125" and
Aurora Avenue N (2007 Design)

¢ Construction of the Thornton Creek water quality channel

¢ Construction of the Highpoint natural drainage syste
. system

d design of the Venema Creek

¢ . Development of an.in-house drainage billing mariagement system

"Change in Debt Service

SPU expects to issue approximately $49 mjllion in new DWF revenue bonds in September 2006.
DWF debt service is expected to increase/by $3.3 million in 2007 as the first principal and
interest payments on the 2006 revenue Hond issue come due. The drainage portion of this new
debt is projected at $2.0 million and ifcreases the revenue requirement by $2.2 million, including

im and 2007 adopted CIP cash financing targets, with 25 percent cash
target equals 18 percent) and 27 percent in 2007.

Under the current proposal, drainage cash financing of the CIP is projected to decrease by $1.5
million in 2007. Table III-4 presents the drivers underlying this decrease.

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal | Revenue Requirements : 11-6 :
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K
/

. Table ITI-4
Change in Drainage Cash Financing of the CIP

/

2007 Change in CIP

($1,000's) - Cash Financing
» Change ‘in CIP Spending ('06 to '07) (88)
Reduced Cash Cohtribution (24% t020%) | : (1,200)
Change in Revenue Taxes ‘ ' (192)
Total Change from 2006 (1,481)

Note: For 2006, this assumes $25.5M in CJP spending (90 percent accomplishment of the 2006
Revised DWF CIP Spending Plan). For 2007, this assumes $25.1M in CIP spending (90 percent
accomplishment of Proposed 2007 CIP

In 2006, SPU ekpects to finance 24 percent_b its drainage CIP program with cash. Assuming
this same percentage were applied to 2007 spending, the cash contribution would decrease by
$88,000 as 2007 CIP spending is projected/to be slightly lower than 2006 spending. -

In order to minimize the drainage rate increase, SPU proposes to reduce drainage cash financing
to 20 percent-in 2007. This level of drginage cash financing sets the rate at the minimum level
required to meet the binding constraint of generally positive net income. Assuming 20 percent
drainage cash financing, SPU projects that the Drainage and Wastewater Fund will finance 27
percent of 2007 DWF CIP spending with cash, exceeding the 25 percent adopted policy target. .

Use of Cash Balances (Rate Reduction

Revenue generated by rates is fised to fund current operating expenses, maintain a cash balance
as a safeguard against unexpgcted expense, and to fund a portion of the current capital program.
A rate may be set generate positive, negative or constant net cash revenue. Net cash revenue is
equal to total cash revenue less total cash expense. This differs from net income which includes
non-cash items such as depreciation and amortization and excludes cash expenses such as as debt
service principal paymel}(s. A change in net cash revenue from one rate period to the next will
impact the revenue req\}drement. An increase in total net cash revenue will drive a rate/revenue
increase while a decr7se will reduce the rate/revenue requirement.

The proposed 2007 rates are set to reduce net cash revenue by $0.5 million, as presented in Table

II-5. This reductiom/ in net cash revenue will reduce the overall drainage revenue requirement by
1.3 percent. :

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal Revenue Requirements | /5
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Table II1-5

Change in Drainage Net Cash Revenue /
($1,000s) 2006 20077
Beginning Cash Balance-Actual 1,063 60 :
Beginning Cash Balance-Adjusted - 366 960
Ending Cash Balance ) 960 1,146
Net Cash Revenue minus Adusted Begmnmg Balance) 9% 186
Change in Net Cash Revenue ('07 minus '06) (408)
Change in Revenue Taxes 61
Net Change to Revenue Requirement ‘ (468) -

plus add $0.6 million to cash balances. This change in nejfevenue is calculated by subtracting
an adjusted 2006 beginning cash balance from the 2006, nding cash balance. The 2006
beglnmng cash balance is adjusted to account for a $ ’7/ million accounting anomaly which
temporarily inflated the actual beginning balani/b was unrelated to actual operating cash.

In 2007, net cash revenue equals $0.2 milli;:fr $0.4 million less than 2006 net revenue.

In 2006, the drainage rate plus other revenue sources proed}t/l? enough cash to fund expenses

Including the associated reduction in taxes, dfainage rates must generate $0.5 million less in
revenuesin 2007 to fund operating expensg$ and achieve a targeted $1.1 million ending cash
‘balance”. '

Non-Rate Revenue (Rate Reduction

Non-rate revenue is projected to‘increase by $0.7 million® from 2006 to 2007. This increase will
reduce the amount to be reco -ged through rates by 1.8 percent. Non-rate revenue includes
permit fees, operating and cdpital grants, contributions in aid of construction (CIAC), interest
income and other miscellaneous revenues and capital contributions presented below.

The primary source of this increase is due to reimbursements (CIAC) for capital expense
associated with the 2 ound Transit Light Rail and Seattle Housing Authority (SHA) Integrated
Drainage Plan projects. A small increase in operating grants and interest income is also
anticipated. . ~

3 As described in Section II-Drainage and Wastewater Fund Financial Overview, the DWF targeted ending cash
balance is equal to one month of wastewater treatment expense, or $12.8 million in 2007. The 2007 drainage share
of the DWF target equals 14 percent of the total which equals its share of total 2007 DWF proposed operating _
expense (excluding taxes and debt service).

Includes associated tax increase

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal Revenue Requirements -8

e

-

ld

s
CITy
CLER



Attachment 1 to Fiscal Ixute — SPU 2007 Drainage Rate Study

IV. COST ALLOCATION | /

Once the revenue requirement is set, these costs must be allocated to différent customer classes.’
Items driven by similar factors are grouped into cost classifications, which are allocated between
customer classes based on defined customer characteristics. This chapter of the rate study
describes the classifications and customer characteristics. It concludes with a presentation of the
2007 drainage cost of service for each customer class. The total cgst of service is equal to the
drainage revenue requirement.

The current rate study does not propose any changes to the cogt allocation methodology used in
the 2005-2006 rates process.

Cost Classifications and Allocation Factors
Drainage costs are grouped into four cost classificationsy |

1) Service Costs;

2) Customer Costs;

3) Capital & Other Costs; and
4) Taxes.

Seljvice Costs

Items in the service cost classification are associated with managing stormwater run-off volumes
and their impact on the aquatic environment. These costs include infrastructure maintenance and
repair (pipes, culverts, detention systems, etc.), regulatory oversight, water quality monitoring,
and support services. In 2007 proposed Service Costs total $18.4 million, or 46 percent of total
drainage line of business expense. ‘

The share of service costs borne by residential customers has decreased over the last three years.
From 1999 and 2003, a portion of service tost related to habitat programs and landslide
mitigation was allocated exclusively to the residential customer class, with the balance allocated
among all drainage customer classes based on flow. In 2004, the City determined that all Service
Costs should be allocated between customer classes based on flow. That same year, SPU began

.to increase the percentage of operating expense allocated based on flow, thereby reducing the
portion of expense borne exclusively b§ residential customers. The gradual re-allocation of all
service expense using a flow basis was completed in 2006.

7 A customer class is a group of customers that places a unique cost on the utility or is administratively easier to
serve as a group. Drainage has one residential customer class and six commercial customer classes.

2007 Drainage Rate Proposal Cost Allocation Iv-1
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Customer Costs /

Customer Costs include billing administration and customer service expense. These expenses
are allocated by parcel, as they are driven by the number of customers served fhther than by

property characteristics. Proposed Customer Costs total $0.8 million in 2007. These amounts
are about 2 percent of total expenses in the drainage line of business. '

v
Ve

¢ King County Charges for Drainage Billing System (DBS) A
administers billing and collections of the drainage fee for the Lity of Seattle. The drainage
fee appears as a line item (“SWM?” or Surface Water Management fee) on semi-annual King
County property tax statements. Drainage Billing Systen{ (DBS) records are also housed on
the King County mainframe. King County charges ual administrative fee for billing,
collections, reporting, and data administration supp

¢ SPU Customer Data Management. Although DBS is housed on the King County
mainframe, SPU is responsible for updating cystomer records. SPU currently utilizes King
County reports as the basis for customer datag"updates. However, in 2007, SPU will begin the
development of an on-site drainage customer data repository which it will maintain in house
using various data sources®.

¢ SPU Customer Service Support. S U is responsible for responding to drainage-related
customer inquiries, and administering the drainage low-income utility credit. Consequently,
internal customer service expense$ are included in the Customer Cost classification.

Capital & Other Costs

Capital & Other Costs inclu?es debt service payments and any other cash requirements necessary
to support current operations and financial policy targets, such as cash financing of the CIP.
Capital & Other expensesz)tal $15.6 million in 2007, representing 39 percent of total drainage
expense respectively. Cépital & Other Costs are allocated among customer classes based on
flow. '

Taxes

Assuming the proposed rate increases, taxes on drainage revenue (City B&O and State and other
taxes) are projected to total $5.2 million in 2007. This represents approximately 13 percent of
total expenseg in the drainage line of business. Taxes are allocated among the customer classes
based on eagh class’ respective share of total cost, after allocating all other costs.

Table IVA1 summarizes the total expense for each cost classification group in 2007. This table
also delineates the allocators used to assign the costs from each classification to the different
customer classes.

% Included in new O&M expense in Section III of this report.
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Table IV-1
Drainage Cost Classification Summary

Cost Classification| Allocator (1) 2007 Cost | % of Fotal
st
Service Flow 18,418,203 46.1%
Customer Parcels 773,003 1.9%
Taxes . % of Total Cost 5,185,289 13.0%
Capital & Other Flow 15,573,747 / 39.0%
Total $ 39,950,242/ ©100%

Table IV-2 Notes:

1) The “Allocator” is the custbmer characteristic or other measure used to allgcate expense among customer classes.

Customer Characteristics by Class

Drainage customers belong to one of two broad classes: r¢sidential (single family and duplex)
and commercial. Commercial customers are further divided into six rate classes that correspond
to different levels of development, as measured by the percentage of impervious surface on the
tax parcel. A description of each customer characteristic follows the table. ’

Table IV-2

Drainage Customer Characteristics by Class

Pgrcent Parcel Run-off Total

Customer Class Impervious Count Acreage Coefficient Flow
Residential 36-65 144,149 , 19,712 0.57 11,186
Commercial 56,286 18,944 11,263
Open Space 0-2 131 1,201 0.11 130
Undeveloped 0-15 8,671 5,696 0.19 1,054
Light 16-35 131 417 0.31 130
Moderate 36-65 479 1,242 0.57 705
Heavy 66-85 1,291 1,080 0.74 797
Very Heavy 86-100 45,583 9,308 0.91 8,447
Total 196,435 3_8,655 22,449

Table IV-2 Notes:

Parcel and acreage data is from drainage pilling system records as of Jahuary 2006. This data was utilized for 2006

billings by King County.
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y

Percent Impervious: The percentage of the parcel area that is covered by impervious sur@c’e '
(any hard or impermeable surface that is not green, grassy, growing vegetation or landscaped).
‘Examples of impervious surfaces are pavement, blacktop, rooftops, parking lots, or p}tios.
Impervious surface is used in the calculation of the run-off coefficient assigned to gach customer

class.

Number of Parcels: The Number of Parcels is the number of King County tax parcels within

Seattle city limits.

Acreage: The total parcel area and is used in the calculation of the total flow by customer class.

Run-off Coefficient: The percentage of precipitatioh falling on t7parce:1 that is expected to enter
e

the drainage system as runoff. The run-off coefficient is calcw
percent of precipitation falling on impervious surface will flo

d based on the concept that 95
into the drainage system, but

only 10 percent of precipitation falling on pervious surface 6ws into the drainage system. The

_ run-off coefficient is used in the calculation of total flow.

Total Flow: Equal to total acreage .multiplied,by_:the ai)plicable run-off coefficient. This
calculation approximates stormwater run-off that ﬂ?/s off the property into the public drainage
f

system. Total flow is used to allocate the majority

Cost of Service by Customer Class

drainage costs among the customer classes.

Table IV-3 shows how 2007 proposed drajhage costs by cost classification are allocated among
the customer classes.

Table IV-3

Draina/g Cost of Service Summary 2007

) Percent of
Customer Class Service ‘Customer Taxes Capital & Other Total Cost Rev Req
Residential 9,177,815 / 551,509 2,608,644 7,760,419 20,098,386 50.3%
Commercial 9,240,34 221,494 2,576,645 7,813,328 19,851,856 49.7%

- Open Space 106,890 516 29,501 90,382 227,288 0.6%
Undeveloped 864,501 34,122 243,061 730,990 1,872,675 4.7%
Light 107,038 516 29,541 90,507 227,601 0.6%
Moderate 578,145 1,885 159,428 488,858 1,228,315 3.1%
Heavy 653,771 5,080 180,722 552,804 1,392,377 3.5%
Very Heavy 6,930,043 179,376 1,934,393 5,859,787 14,903,600 37.3%

Total 18,418,203 | § 773,003 | § 5,185,289 | § 15,573,747 | § 39,950,242 100.0%

Based on the,a/bove cost-of-service analysis, residential and commercial rates will fund an almost

equal amount of the 2007 revenue requirement.
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V. RATE DESIGN

Rate de51gn is the last step in the rate setting process, wherein the structure and levelxof the rates
are determined. For 2007, SPU is not proposing any changes to the structure of the'rates but is
proposing changes to the level of the rates based on the changes in the revenue reﬁulrements
SPU expects to offer a comprehensive rate redesign proposal in the coming menths, which, if
approved, may be built into 2008 rates and beyond.

Curreht Rate Design

All properties in Seattle, except city streets and state highways, are gharged a drainage service
fee. Docks and other similar properties, which rest over natural water bodies, are also exempted.
To simplify billing and hold down administrative costs, all single/family homes and duplexes are
assumed to be moderately impervious and pay a flat fee based g an average parcel size. All
other properties have been assigned to one of the other six catggories and are charged based on
percent impervious area and actual parcel size. The open space category is reserved for parcels
included on the Mayor’s Open Space Map (prlmarlly City eenbelts)

King County administers billing and collections of the drai nage fee for the City of Seattle. The
drainage fee appears as a line item (“SWM?” or Surface Water Management fee) on semi-annual
King County property tax statements. :

Revenue Requirement and Proposed Rate Increase

As described in the Section III (Revenue Requirenients), the amount of revenue that needs to be
generated from the drainage rates will increase from $37 million in 2006 to $41.4 million in
2007. The table below summarizes the allocatioh of the drainage revenue requirement by
drainage customer classes.

- Table V-1
Drainage Rates Revenue Requirement

Customer Class |/ 2006 2007
Residential $18,853,737 $20,098,386 -
Commercial $18,114,613 $19,851,856

Open Space $206,238 $227,288

Undeveloped $1,602,957 $1,872,675

. Light $207,169 $227,601

Moderate $1,044,739 $1,228,315

Heavy $1,325,592 $1,392,377

Very Heavy '$13,727,919 $14,903,600
Total / $36,968,350 $39,950,242
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Proposed Drainage Rates
Table V-2 presents proposed monthly drainage rates by rate class for 2007.

Table V-2 -
2007 Proposed Monthly Drainage Rates

2006 2007 (I:)énge %
Class (% impervious) Adopted || (Proposed) frfom '06 Increase

9/ $0.75 6.6%

Residential, per parcel | $11.34 $12.

Commercial, per acre

Open Space (0-2%) $14.48 $15.96 $1.48 10.2%
Undeveloped (0-15%) - $25:18 $27.72 $2.54  10.1%
Light (16-35%) $45.96 $4.14  9.9%
Moderate (36-65%) $83.40 $7.73 10.2%

- $108.65 $10.00 10.1%
$135.00 $12.61 10.3%

Heavy (66-85%)
Very Heavy (86-100%)

Table V-2 Notes:

1)  All rates represent monthly chargdes. Actual billing is on a bi-annual cycle.

Table V-3 presents sample Bills for different types of drainage customers, using the proposed
rates.

Table V-3
2007 Proposed Monthly Drainage Bills
Single Family Convenience Supermarket
Residence Store (0.2 acres) = (2.87 acres)
2006 $11.34 $24.48 $351.27
2007 $12.09 $27.00 $387.45
/
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Drainage Fee Discounts and Credits

Rainwater Harvesting Discount

SPU offers a 10 percent reduction in the drainage rates for any new or remodeled compiercial
building that utilizes a qualifying rainwater harvesting system. The rainwater harvegting system
must be sized to use or infiltrate the amount of rain that falls on the roof of the bui}ding during a
one-year, 24-hour storm event in order to qualify for the 10 percent discount. T
involve indoor uses of rainwater must be permitted by Seattle-King County Degartment of
Health in order to qualify for the rate reduction. Systems that rely solely on t}fe capture and
indoor use of rainwater will qualify for the reduction provided the system is/sized to meet the
performance requirement. Qualifying for the 10 percent reduction does ngf relieve the property
owner of having to meet the applicable stormwater and drainage code reguirements for the
building and site. SPU is not proposing to change this program.

Low Income Utility Credit

The City assists qualified low-income customers w1th thelr drainage bills by providing a 50 .
percent credit. Qualified low-income customers receive this credit on their combined utility bill -
or, when no combined utility bill is received, on their City Light Bill or as a credit voucher. The
latter options are typically applicable to renters who pay drainage, wastewater, and water utility
fees indirectly as part of their rental payment. '

For 2007, SPU is proposing to increase the amount of the/credit consistent with the increase in
the drainage fees. This increase will ensure that the amount of the credit continues to be 50
percent of the drainage bill.

Table V-/
Dramage Low Income Utlllty Credit (Monthly)

2006 Adopted 2007 Proposed
Single Family $5.67 $6.05
Duplex $2.84 $3.02

Multifamily $0.61 $0.65

Drainage Fee and Cost Allocation Strpcture Alternatives

In 2003, SPU initiated a thorough review of the drainage fee structure, identifying issues to be
further addressed in the 2004 Draingge Rate Study. On November 22, 2004, the City Council
adopted Resolution 30720 setting gut a work plan and timeline for SPU to deliver to the Council
by the first quarter of 2006 final fecommendations for changes to the drainage rate structure and
potential rate and non-rate incentives. Achievement of greater customer equity through a more
nuanced drainage rate design and allocation of costs is a high priority of the Mayor and the City
Council, and is a driving force behind this effort.
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Resolution 30720 directs SPU to provide recommendations for non-rate incentives (regulatory .
and stewardship incentives such as technical assistance), rate incentives, rate design (cost

allocation, rate structure) and billing system requirements. The resolution specifies that the ;aé
design portion of the assessment address: '

e Waterfront property fees

e Houseboat/pier fees _
e Drainage fees to partially cover costs of combined sewer overflows
e A tiered or otherwise varied residential rate structure.

e Rate incentives for commercial and residential ratepayers installi
quality mitigation technologies on their properties.

e Right-of-way services and fees

e ' Revisions to current cost allocation structure.

The Council established intermediate steps in this process, the first of which was for SPU to
provide by June 30, 2005, an analysis to the Council that would present options and
recommendations on drainage cost allocation and tdte structure alternatives, and both rate and
non-rate incentives for customers to cost effectivély manage stormwater runoff from their
properties. This analysis was transmitted to 7@ Council on July 11, 2005. -

Based on feedback from the Mayor and Coyincil on the 2005 analysis, the Executive further
refined its recommendations for drainage Zatgs and incentive options. The Executive expects to
~present final recommendations (“2006 Drainage Rate and Incentive Methodologles Report”) in
the summer of 2006.

We expect to recommend a pha;e? approach to implementing these changes. The drainage rates-
proposed in this rate study are “maintenance rates” to cover changes in the 2007 revenue
requirement, but do not include’/any of the proposed changes to rate allocation or design

“methodologies. In 2008, we gxpect to be able to implement the recommended cost allocation
and rate design changes and/certain non-rate incentive programs. In 2009, SPU expects to be in
a position to fully impl?ent the drainage rate credit program.

Operating and capital ekpenses for 2007 do include some minor funding to for preparatory work
on these reform initigtives, as presented in the “2006 Drainage Rate and Incentive Methodologies
Report.” Table V-¥below summarizes these expenses.
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. Table V-5
Proposed 2007 Expense for the New Drainage Rate Design and Incentives
Description . 2007 Proposed ,
Operating and Maintenance Expense
Stewardship, Technical Assistance, and Costs include program development, marketing, educational 256,000
Partnership Program materials, workshops training sessions, and a suite of subsidized

products for customers. Also includes technical assistance in
support of stewardship program.

Drainage Rate Billing Data Management : 170,000
Program management for the development of drainage cugtomer
data requirements, billing system modifications (on King County
si/stem), and increased King County administration feé.

Capital Expense

Non-Rate Incentives: Rain Catcher Program  Implementation of customer-based strategies thfoughout targeted - 200,000

' basins to achieve flow reductions goals. ]
Data Development and Management Development of new customer billing database and rate credit data 1,100,000

tracking/management system.
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APPENDIX D— PROJECTED 2007 WASTEWATER RATE

Overview of Wastewater Fee Structure

City of Seattle residents pay a single fee per one hundred cubic feet (ccf) of wastewater '_
discharged into the City’s wastewater system. This single fee is composed of two components, a
treatment rate and a system rate, which are adopted through two distincf processes.

SPU Treatment Rate -

Payments to King County? for wastewater treatment are the sipgle largest component of both
wastewater and total DWF operating expense. The inabilizto fully recover this expense
through the wastewater rate can seriously impact DWF fipdncial performance. To mitigate this
risk the Council adopted Ordinance 121675 in 2004, pro¥iding for an annual adjustment to the
treatment rate when there is a change in the underlying cost drivers. The formula for this
adjustment is defined in the ordinance, allowing for/£he treatment rate to be adopted outs1de ofa
normal rates process. The formula is as follows: -

Projected wastewater treatment expgfise/Projected annual wastewater volumes

A 16.5% multiplier (to recgver revenue reductions and revenue taxes)

Projected treatment expense includes adjustment for cash lags in the full recovery of treatment
expense in years in which there is affate increase.® For the purposes of this calculation, treatment .
expense excludes the portion of b/dgeted treatment expense associated with the County’s High
Strength Industrial and Contamiglated Stormwater Surcharges. These expenses are recovered
directly from applicable custornfers and not through the wastewater direct service rate.

The City recovers wastewatér expense exclusively through a volume based fee. However, the
County charges a fixed ratg per residential premise and a volume rate per unit of commercial
sewage flow treated. Regidential flows account for about 37 percent of total volumes (and
therefore total City revefiues). Charges for residential premises account for about 47 percent of -
total treatment expensg paid to the County. Consequently, if the County treatment rate is held
constant but Seattle wastewater volumes decline, the resulting decline in treatment expense will
be less than the decyease in the City’s wastewater revenues. Therefore, the annual pass-through
id€s for an increase in the treatment rate when volumes decline, éven in the
absence of a King County rate increase. ‘

The multiplier provides for the payment of revenue taxes on increased revenues generated to pay
additional tregtment expense. It also includes an allowance for customers paying less than the
full rate. (1 e. Jow income credits) and non payments/delinquencies.

2 King Countyjtreats over 99% of the City’s sewage. The Southwest Suburban Sewer District treats the balance.
3 Revenues Pilled in December are typically collected in January. So, if we assume that wastewater rates increase on

January 1, 2007, 2007 revenue will include 1 month of cash receipts at the 2006 rate (in January) and 11 months of
cash receipts at the new 2007 rate. The adjustment increases revenue enough to account for this cash shortfall.
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SPU System Rate - ' , //'

The system component of the SPU wastewater rate is proposed by the Executive via-rate studies
and adopted through a normal Council process. The system rate recovers all other{)perating
expense, including operations and maintenance expense, capital financing expense (debt service
and cash), and related revenue taxes. This component of the rate is also set to ensure that
financial policy targets are met in the case that the revenue required to mjet the targets exceeds
the revenue required to recover operating expense (see Section II of thig’proposal for more
detail).

Proposed 2007 Wastewater Rate

DWF financial performance and operating budgets presentegzin this rate study assume a 9.9
percent increase to the wastewater rate in 2007. As shown,in Table D-1, this overall increase

assumes no change in the 2006 system rate.

Table D-
Proposed 2007 V}a tewater Rate
/ 2006 2007
Treatment Rate $4.72 $ 5.39
System Rate $2.04 $ 2.04
, $6.76 § 743 -
% Change ' 9.9% °

The change in the SPU treatment/fate is required to fund an increase in 2007 treatment expense
due to a proposed 10.7 percent increase in the King County treatment rate. Table D-2 presents
the inputs underlying the calctilation of the 2007 treatment rate. '
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Table D-2

2007 SPU Treatment Rate Calculation
($1,000’s)
2007 Treatment Expense (rates based) (1) 98,546
Revenue lags/leads (2) 1,100
Net Cash Treatment Expense ¢ 99,646
Multiplier (3) . 16.7%
Total Treatment Expense 116,286
Projected 2007 Volumes (100 ccf) 21,590
Treatment Rate per ccf (4) 5.39

Table D-2 Notes: \ :

1) Excludes high strength industrial sffrcharge component of King County treatment expense.
This expense is charged directly to the applicable customers and not recovered through rates.

2) December revenues collected j
cash at old rate, 11 months at n

3) Recovers taxes and reven

January. When there is a rate increase, assumes one month
rate. ‘

lost to credits/non payment.
4) Per resolution, treatmen/rate equals treatment expense divided by projected volumes.

The SPU treatment rate calculatiop assumes an increase in the treatment multiplier from 16.5
percent to 16.7 percent. The 16.5 percent multiplier assumed that SPU could deduct wastewater
revenue collected from other mdinicipal departments from the tax base used to calculate City
B&O taxes. Although the Ci¥ has historically allowed municipal deductions, it recently
clarified that no legislative mandate exists for this deduction and that it will no longer allow this
deduction, effective January of 2006. A 0.2 percent increase in the tax multiplier will fund the
additional taxes whiclzust now be paid on municipal wastewater revenues.

The current proposal dssumes an increase of $3.6 million in 2007 wastewater system expense.
The components of that increase are presented in Table D-3.

: Table D-3
2007 Change in Wastewater System Expense
($1,000’s)
Base O&M (1) 5)
Proposed Adds _ 1,324
Debt Service 1,366
Cash to CIP (2) 867
Total Expense Increase 3,551

‘ Table D-3 Notes:
1) $0.9 million inflationary increase and reduction in G&A credit due to smaller CIP
nearly offset $1 million expense decrease (cost allocation from wastewater to drainage).

2) Increase required to meet 25 percent cash financing target.
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STATE OF WASHINGTON - KING COUNTY

--S8.

205041 No.
CITY OF SEATTLE,CLERKS OFFICE

Affidavit of Publication

The undersigned, on oath states that he is an authorized representative of The Daily Journal of
Commerce, a daily newspaper, which newspaper is a legal newspaper of general circulation and it is now
and has been for more than six months prior to the date of publication hereinafter referred to, published in
the English language continuously as a daily newspaper in Seattle, King County, Washington, and it is now
and during all of said time was printed in an office maintained at the aforesaid place of publication of this
newspaper. The Daily Journal of Commerce was on the 12™ day of June, 1941, approved as a legal
newspaper by the Superior Court of King County.

The notice in the exact form annexed, was published in regular issues of The Daily Journal of
Commerce, which was regularly distributed to its subscribers during the below stated period. The annexed

notice, a
CT:122281 ORDINANCE
was published on

12/04/06

The amount of the fee charged for the foregoing publication is the sum of $ 220.80, which amount
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State of Washington, King County

City of Seattle |

AN ORDINANCE relating to drai
; gervmes of Seattle Public Utili!slea; nc:;:ll:éaig;
| éapttle Municipal Code Section 21.33.030 to
g‘jua_t drainage rates; and amending Seattle
Municipal Code Bection 21.76.040 to adjust -

\eredits to low-income i
’accordingly. drainage customers

WHEREAS, the rates for drai i
, €8 were last increased on Jnnu;imf,sg;g;v::
;nuthonzed by Ordinance 121639; and '
'

| MS;VU}’{'EREAS, Seattle Public Utilities |
*U”) has dqyelo ed a Comprehensive |
) ;Drainage Plan (“CDP”) which recommends
?pemdtmg A)ro rama and capital projects ,
i to reduce flooding, improve water quality, |

’lmpmve drainage along major arterials, and
aest_m:e creek habitat affected by stormwater !
*draining through creek syatems; and [

t  WHEREAS, the cost to implement CDP-
. recommended programs and ngjects in 205’7 '
‘ ;ugll)ltr::x; in mcn}-‘e?ued annual expénses for
ica, cash financi i j
jectaand ope'rationa: andcmg of capital proj- |

‘ |
! WHEREAB, a significant bond i ;
, 3ccgrred in 2008 to %inance a porti:)?‘;?’t‘ﬁ: !
’ rainage capital mgrrovement projects and ;
;llug.rtalix:f ax::unnce will :‘urther increage annu-
! expen i i
o araineger apnd eas for debt service begin- )

' WHEREAS, 8PU has complete !
: ) 128 ed a rate !
study showing that exiating rl;taa will mt)(: i
. provide sufficient revenues to pay the costs
; :grpvrizzlg:‘raglg;:magq services and pay debt
; ! rate inc
MR reases therefore are

. WHEREAS, credits for qualified low-
yincome customers need to ggarz‘i‘;g&;o?oi

_reflect an increase | i ;
,THEREFORE? se in drainage rates; NOW, ,

' _BEITORDAINED B !
i SEATTLE A8 FOLLOWSYz THE CITY OF,

Section 1. Subsection D of Beattl
: Municipal Code Section 21.33 io amend
i ed as follows: .030' |s| amend:

‘I SMC 21.88.080 Drainage . service ;
'. [
!
{

chargen -- Schedule -- Exemptions.
12

D. The rate categories and th

. . e corre-
- gponding annual drainage service .
L are ae follows: 8 iee charges ;

. §(Bff$eﬁve)) ++ ((Bffeetive)) -- Effactive -
: . !
o 2_(06 - ) ((Jear-l—.-ﬁ%&?) Jan, i
Single-family residential .- ($+6-86-per
tmce*)§ - <(ﬁ&!-.64-pef-ptm*% -- $136.10!
. per parcel -- 8142.00 per parcel i
. Open apace (0 - 2%) - (Fr=83-peracre)) -
. ((«1-68:8611«1«9)) --173.77 per acre -+ 1§:L)%_L[
. peracre :
All Other Properties Claasification:

1, (0 - 16%) - (5164 )) -
(§243:48-per-aere)) -- $302.19 per'acre -

'
|
| !
) |
| .

2. (16 - 365%) - ((BBL:60-per—ncre)) -+
l ((404-02-per-acre)) -- 501.84 per acre -- §30.40
per.agre

|

L ((

3. (36 -- B5%) -- ((B8E4F-per-mere)) -,
730:80-per-acre)) -

( 2
( 90&.01 per acre -- 8TR 87

i
1
|

peracre

) 4. (BB - 8B%)-- ((Qms—gﬂ—am)) -
I ((egm—peﬂm)) .- 1,183.78 per acre -
+ 1,276.27 per acre i
i
5. (86 -- 100%) -- o .
’\ ((Ha-é:%-pme!l')) -(-(1,468.'15 per acgg
|

\1,584,92 per acre

i SPU shall provide a 10% reductio

drainage rates for properties cont i
new or remodeled commereial hg
that, after July 27, 2003, inatall an
rainwater harvesting syatems th
performance requirgment that
are gized to use or infiltrate the amount of
rain that falls on the roofs of auch buildings
during a one year, ((B4-hout)) 24-hour storm
event. A aystem t
rainwater muet be permitted by Beattle-
County Department of Health ((in-order)
qualify for the rate reduction. A system that
relies solely on the capture and indoor use of
rainwater shall qualify for the drainage rate
reduction only if the aystem ia sized to meet

the performance requirement

Quagifyin for the drainage rate reduction

does not relieve the pro

chligation to comply wit! ) :

ter and drainage code requirements

huildings and aite. » - Lt

Séotion 2, Paragraph 2 of Subaection A of
Seattle Municipal éode 91.78.040 ia amended
an follows: et Lt

21.76.040 Utility low income rate
asslatance.

(11

2. Drainage. Eligible mciriem.a residin;
ingide the City of Seattle shal receive the fol-
lowing eredita for drainage services based on

dwelling type:
(Bffective)) - ((Bffective)) - Effective -

(Fanuery-tr8084) - « ; )]
..January 1, 2008 -

Sil:glo-fnmily --))((WR :
i_,.&Z.D&LmQDm ©

- ((@00-per-month)) - (@-B4per
mmaa?)l?-xlﬂ(é per month - 2,06 per month
<camily - (87 )) - ((8:54
M“‘“f“;;' ty o‘é‘m )Q.M_nnx

(23]

Saction 3. The provisions of this ordinance
are declared to be separate and eeverable. I
a court of compatent jurisdiction, all appesls
having been exhauated or all appeal periods

ing run, finds any provigion of thia ordi-
‘1\1:;‘(:2%0 be invalid or unenforcenble ad to any
person or circumatance, then such provision
or provisiona shall be null and severed from
the rest of thia ordinance with reapect to
the particular perean or circumatance. The
offanding provision with respect to all other

ersons and all other circumatances, as wel

a0 all other provisiong of this ordinance, shall

remain valid and enforceable.

Seotion 4. This ordinance ahall take
effect and be in force thirty (30) daya from
and after ita approval \?r the Mayor, but if not
approved and returned by the Mayor within
ten (10) days after presentation, it shall take
effect aa provided by Seattle Municipal Code

Section 1.04.020.
ed by the City Council the 20th day

of Ni‘:r?n\ber,ymom and signed by. me in apen
gession in authentication of ite passage this
20th day of November, 20086.

Nick Licata

President of the City Couneil

Approved by me this 22nd day of
November, 2008.

Gregory J. Nickels, Mayor

Filed by me this 22nd day of November,
20086, .

(Seal) Judith Pippin
City Clerk

Publication ordemd'by JUDITH PIPPIN,

City Clerk )
yDate of publication in the Seattle Daily

ber 4, 2006,
Journal of Commerce, Decemberf % o))



